EPA’'sSUMMARY OF COMMENTSAND RESPONSES
ON

CALLEGUASCREEK CHLORIDE TMDL AND SUPPORTING TECHNICAL ANALYSIS

Prepared by USEPA, Region 9, Water Divison (WTR-2), San Francisco,
March 22, 2002

COMMENTORS:

EPA received the following comment letters:

1.

2.

Camarillo Sanitary Didtrict

Cdleguas Municipad Water Digtrict (CMWD)

Somach, Smmons & Dunn representing “the Agencies’ - Cities of Smi Valey and Thousand
Oaks, the Camarillo Sanitary District, the Ventura County Water Works Didtrict No. 1 and the
Camrosa Water Didtrict

The Agencies’ - Citiesof Smi Valey and Thousand Oaks, the Camarillo Sanitary Didtrict, the
Ventura County Water Works Didtrict No. 1 and the Camrosa Water District Comments on
TMDL Staff Report & Technicad Support Document

The Agencies’ - Citiesof Smi Valey and Thousand Oaks, the Camarillo Sanitary Didtrict, the
Ventura County Water Works Didtrict No. 1 and the Camrosa Water District Comments on
Water Qudity Objectives Basn Amendment Document

Carollo Engineers, Integrd Consultants, Whaey & Steiberg, and James R. Browndll,
Comments on the TMDL Staff Report & Technica Support Document

Cardllo Engineers, Integral Consultants, Whaey & Steiberg, and James R. Brownell,
Comments on the Water Quality Objectives Basn Amendment Document

Los Angedles County Sanitation Digtricts (LACSD)
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INTRODUCTION

This document summarizes the comments that were submitted, identifies the commentor or commentors
(at the beginning of the comment) and responds to the comments.  They are divided into three sections.
legal compliance, generd comments and detalled technica comments. Any change that is made to the
TMDL, in response to the comments isindicated in the response. If no change is noted in the response,
then no change was deemed to be needed in the TMDL.

Because EPA and the Regiond Board jointly public noticed the Calleguas Creek TMDL for chloride,
severd of the commentors addressed their comments to both EPA and the Regiona Board. This EPA
respongveness summary deals solely with comments relevant to EPA’ s establishment of the EPA
Cadleguas Creek TMDL. Commentswhich pertain solely to the State of California's proposed TMDL
adoption action and not to EPA’s TMDL (e.g., comments regarding the State' s compliance with
CEQA and implementation related details) are not discussed in this responsiveness summary. Similarly,
comments regarding the State€' s proposed action to revise the reach definitions and water quality
objectives for Caleguas Creek are not discussed in this responsiveness summary. Comments regarding
these proposed State actions are being addressed separately by the Regiona Board. Asdiscussed in
the TMDL, however, EPA’s TMDL is based on the technica andysis of the Regiona Board, and EPA
has relied in large part on input from Regiona Board staff in responding to comments regarding the
technica aspects of the TMDL.

REFERENCES

1 U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency Region 9 (USEPA Region 9 2002a). Total Maximum
Daily Load for Chloride for Calleguas Creek. March 22, 2002.

2. U.S. EPA and Cadlifornia Regiond Water Quaity Control Board, Los Angeles Region (U.S.
EPA Region 9/Los Angeles Regiond Board 2002a). Technica Support Document (TSD) for
the Tota Maximum Daily Load for Chloride for Calleguas Creek. March 22, 2002.

3. Cdifornia Regiona Water Quality Control Board. Los Angeles Region. (20018). Draft Staff
Report on Chloride Total Maximum Daily Load for the Caleguas Creek Watershed and
Tributaries. December 12, 2001.

4, Cdifornia Regiond Water Quality Control Board. Los Angeles Region. (2001b). Proposed
Basin Plan Amendment to Revise the Reach Definitions and the Chloride Water Quality
Objectives for the Calleguas Creek Watershed. Appendix C - Calleguas Municipal Water
Digtrict, Survey of Crops Grown in Conglo Creek Tributaries and Calleguas Creek

5. Bachman, Steven, 1999. Los Posas Basin Groundwater Elevations and Water Quality.
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Thousand Oaks, CA: Cdleguas Municipd Water Didrict and United Water Conservation
Didtrict.

Zone Mutual Water Didtrict, 22 January, 1997, personad communication, Ann Grether
DeMartini to Dondd R. Kenddl of Calleguas Municipad Water Didrict.
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COMMENTSAND RESPONSES ON
CALLEGUAS CREEK CHLORIDE TMDL, AND SUPPORTING TECHNICAL ANALYSIS

Part 1. LEGAL COMPLIANCE

1. Clean Water Act

l.A. CMWD:The proposed TMDL isinconsstent with the Clean Water Act because it isbased in
part on proposed water quality objectives rather than currently applicable objectives.

Response: On recongderation and in light of various comments, EPA has changed the TMDL <0 that
the find TMDL is cdculated to meet the exigting permanent standard of 150 mg/L.

|.B. CMWD: The proposed TMDL isinconsstent with the Clean Water Act because it does not
result in achievement of water qudity standards in al locations within the watershed.
Response: ThisTMDL is caculated to meet the gpplicable water quality sandard at the watershed
level where the designated beneficid use for AGR exigs. In determining whether the stlandard of 150
mg/L isbeing met, the TMDL provides for specific monitoring points in locations where the agricultura
and/or groundwater beneficid uses on which the objective is based are in existence. These specific
monitoring points are the following: (1) USGS gauge Arroyo Simi in Reach 7; (2) Outflow from Reach
7 into Reach 6; (3) USGS gauge Congo Creek upstream of Highway 101( Reach 9); (4) outflow from
Reach 9A into Reach 9B where diverson occurs; (5) Congjo Creek & Calleguas confluence; and (6)
USGS gauge Cdleguas Creek main sem at Potrero Road (Reach 3) (dso known as the Camarillo
Hospital gauging ation). Three of these five monitoring points are existing USGS dations where there
are avallable daily flow measurements since 1968. The other three monitoring points were sdected
because of their locations a the confluence of severd tributaries and where the diversion will occur.
In Regiona Board and EPA’s opinion, these saected monitoring points are best representative of the
water quality measurement for the entire Calleguas Creek, and they adequately capture the mgjor
sources and designated beneficia uses of the reaches in the watershed. In addition, because there has
been historica data collected at these stations for many years, they should continue to serve as
monitoring points in order to better monitor the effectiveness of the TMDL implementation in the
future.

EPA notes that the draft TSD indicated that the proposed WQO of 110 mg/L would not be achieved
at some of these monitoring points. However, in light of various comments, (1) EPA and the Regiond
Board have changed the TMDL so that the find TMDL is caculated to meet the existing permanent
gtandard of 150 mg/L; (2) EPA and the Regiona Board have revised flow volumes and concentrations
in the assumptions for the linkage modd used for this TMDL. Therefore, the caculationsin the draft
TSD are no longer valid and have been revised accordingly for the EPA TMDL. The modeling based
on the re-caculation suggests that the chloride concentration at the first monitoring point (Reach 7
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Arroyo Smi-USGS gauge) may dightly exceed the 150 mg/L. standard during the drought/post-
drought condition (expected concentration of 154 mg/L). We note that this monitoring point isnot in an
areadesignated for AGR use, and that in the area downstream where AGR isin fact designated asa
potentia use, the modeled results indicate that concentrations will be well below the 150 mg/L

standard, as evidenced by the results for the second monitoring point (Arroyo Smi below Moorpark, at
the outflow between Reaches 7 and 6). Given the closeness of the modeled number to the water
qudity objective, the clear results indicating that the objective will be met at dl the other monitoring
points (and at dl six points under the routine critical condition), and the absence of the AGR usein
Reach 7, we would conclude that, in our best professond judgment, it is reasonable to assume that
implementation of this TMDL should result in meeting the water qudity objective a the watershed level
and that, at thistime, it is not necessary to recaculate the allocations & lower levels.

I.C. Somach, Smmons & Dunn: The proposed TMDL exceeds Clean Water Act authority. Itis
not reasonable to premise the TMDL on use of surface water for agriculture, sncethereis
only minima use of surface water for agricultureinthe area. 1t isingppropriate to base a
TMDL on water qudlity criteriarelated to groundwater, snce the CWA does not regulate
groundwater. The commentor cites case law that the CWA is designed to regulate discharge
of pallutants to surface waters, not groundwater.

Response: ThisTMDL is being established to implement the numeric water quaity objective for
surface water of 150 mg/L. The cases cited by the commentor deal with NPDES permits and are not
relevant to establishment of TMDLSs.

The commentor gppears to be arguing that the water quality standard on which this TMDL isbased is
invalid because one of the beneficid uses the objective is designed to protect is groundwater recharge.
The water quality objective was adopted severa years ago, and any comments regarding the objective,
or chdlengesto that objective, should have been made at that time. EPA notes, nevertheless, that the
beneficia use of groundwater recharge isin no way inconsstent with the Clean Water Act. CWA Sec.
303(c)(2)(A) provides that State water qudity standards “shall be established taking into consideration
[the use of the waters] for public water supplies, propagation of fish and wildlife, recreationa purposes,
and agriculturd, indudtrid, and other purposes....” (emphasis added). EPA’s 1994 Water Quality
Standards Handbook (p. 2-4) specifically includes groundwater recharge as a use a State may adopt.

I.D.  Somach, Smmons & Dunn: The CWA does not require states to develop water quality
criteriafor agricultura use, which is not an instream use, citing CWA 303(c)(2)(A).

Response: CWA 303(c)(2)(A) doesinclude agriculturd uses, asindicated in the response to comment
I.C.

l.E. L ACSD: The uses ostensibly protected by the TMDL are not Clean Water Act uses. The
Clean Water Act protects “fishable/svimmable’ uses. Groundwater is exempt from CWA
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regulations, therefore, any uses related to groundwater are beyond the reach of the CWA.
Standards more stringent than the “fishable/svimmabl€e’ requirement are not required by the
CWA. Thus, they are not subject to EPA approva under CWA 303(c)(3), and they do not
become * gpplicable water quality standards’ for federad CWA purposes, including for 303(d)
liging decisons. Nether AGR nor GWR is afishable/lsvimmable use. Additiondly, nether is
an “exiging use” becauseit is not atained in the water body, citing 40 C.F.R. 131.3(e).
Therefore, a TMDL to protect those uses is ingppropriate.

Response: The uses being protected by this TMDL are Clean Water Act uses. The commentor’s
andysisisincorrect in severd respects. While fishable, svimmable waters are indeed agod of the
Clean Water Act, the Act at Sec. 303(c) ligts other uses, specificdly including agriculturd, which a
State must congider in establishing water quality standards. All water quality standards which a State
establishes (including numeric and narrative standards, designated uses, and an antidegredation policy)
are subject to EPA gpprovd. Findly, the definition of “existing uses’ in 40 C.F.R. 131.3(e) turnson
whether the uses were actually attained on or after November 28, 1975, not whether the water was
used “in” the waterbody or “outside’ the waterbody. Whether auseis“existing” in no way depends on
whether the water is removed from the waterbody, asit isfor numerous uses, such as municipa water
supply, aswell as agricultura use or groundwater recharge. Moreover, the determination of whether a
useis“exiding” goesto whether the use can be removed, not to whether awater qudity objective
based on that useis a suitable basisfor aTMDL. See aso response to comment I.C.

1. OMB Directives

[.A. CMWD:Adoption of the proposed TMDL would be inconsistent with recent OMB
directives that TMDLSs be based on the best available data.

Response: EPA isunaware of such OMB directives and the commentor did not provide any further
reference to the directives. EPA and the Regiona Board staff have used the best available information
to develop this TMDL, and have carefully reviewed dl the comments and information submitted during
the comment period.

The information considered in development of the TMDL includes the following: () for the Surface
Water Conditions, (1) historical data: the Regiond Board examined its database which includes
chloride measurements for various locations in the waterbody, including 107 samples that form atime-
series record within three generd portions of the waterbody between 1954-1999 (results are presented
inthe TSD); (2) current datac Regiona Board analyzed more recent data (2000) from the USGS
gauge gations in the Calleguas Creek in order to characterize the seasondity of the impairment
accurately. Regiona Board dso examined the WDRs from the five POTWsin the watershed,
sormwater urban runoff data from the Los Angeles County Stormwater monitoring reports; and the
information in the Calleguas Creek Characterization Study by the Larry Waker Associates 2000. (b)
for the Groundwater Conditions, the Regiona Board staff congidered the following information in its
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andyss: (1) Evduation of Surface-water/Ground-water Interactions in the Santa ClaraRiver Vadley,
Ventura County, Californiaby USGS, 1999; (2) Las Posas Basin Groundwater Elevations and Water
Quadlity by Bachman for the Cdleguas Municipd Water Digtrict and United Water Conservation
Digtrict, 1999. (3) Annua Groundwater Monitoring Report by Camrosa Water Didtrict, 1998. (4)
Report on Arroyo Smi Characterization by Montgomery-Watson for the Smi Valey County Sanitation
Didtrict, 1995. (5) North Las Posas Basin Hydrogeol ogic Investigation by the Caleguas Municipd
Water Digtrict and Metropolitan Water Digtrict of Southern Cdifornia, 1989. (6) Report on Santa Rosa
Groundwater Basn Management Plan. Thousand Oaks, Cdifornia by Boyle Engineering Corp. for the
City of Thousand Oaks and Camrosa County Water Digtrict, 1987. (7) Groundwater in the Thousand
Oaks Area, Ventura County, Cdiforniaby USGS, 1980. (8) Caleguas Creek Characterization Study
(Larry Walker Associates 2000)

[11. Water Quality Standards

[H1.A. Somach, Smmons & Dunn: The proposed TMDL would establisha TMDL for
sandards which do not exigt... There is no authority to establisha TMDL for awater
qudity standard which has not completed the approva process by the State and EPA.

LACSD: The TMDL should not be based on proposed water qudity objectives rather
than the current objectives.

Response: On reconsderation and in light of various comments, EPA has changed the TMDL so that
the find TMDL is cdculated to meet the exigting permanent standard of 150 mg/L.

[11.B. The Agencies. The TMDL should not be based on awater qudity objective that has not
been adopted. The TMDL isinappropriate because no linkage has been shown between
regulation of the surface water and a resulting improvement in groundwater used for
agriculture, and the Clean Water Act does not regulate groundweter. The listing of
Cdleguas Creek asimpaired for chlorides is questionable because of the absence of a
connection between surface water and groundwater.

Response: On reconsderation and in light of various comments, EPA has changed the TMDL so that
thefind TMDL is cdculated to meet the existing permanent sandard of 150 mg/L. Calleguas Creek
was properly included in the State' s 303(d) list because the 150 mg/L standard was being exceeded.
The commentor appears to be questioning the validity of the standard itsdlf. That stlandard was
adopted many years ago, and any chalenges or comments regarding that standard should have been
made at that time. Nevertheless, we note that water quality standards designed to protect agricultura
and groundwater recharge beneficial uses are proper and within the scope of the Clean Water Act.
See response to comment 1.C. While the Clean Water Act does not generdly “regulate’” groundwater
by requiring NPDES permits for discharges to groundwater (which some exceptions), the Act itsalf
contains many references to groundwater and programs designed to protect groundwater aswell as
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surface water. See, eg. CWA Sec. 102 (“comprehensive programs for preventing, reducing, or
eliminating the pollution of the navigable waters and ground waters...”), Sec. 208(b)(2)(K) (waste
treatment management plans shdl include a“process to control the digposd of pollutants...to protect
ground and surface water quality”), Sec. 319(b)(2) (nonpoint source control plans to identify best
management practices “taking into account the impact of the practice on ground water quality”).

[1.C. LACSD: The TMDL is based on improper water quality objectives. The current objective
of 150 mg/L was designed to protect agriculture; however, the Clean Water Act does not
require protection of agricultura crops, and particularly not the most sengtive agricultura
crop. Federd law requiresthat criteria support awater’s most sensitive use, not the most
sengitive sub-category within a particular use.

Response: See response to comment |.C. EPA’sregulations at 40 C.F.R. 131.11(a) do require that
for waters with multiple use designations, the criteria shdl support the most sengtive use. This
regulaion in no way prohibits the State from developing a criterion to protect the most sensitive sub-
category of the use.

V. Current Water Quality Objectives

IV.A. L ACSD: The only objectivesin the Basin Plan are the current objectives of 150 mg/L for
the reaches in question. The commentor notes that EPA’ s recommended numeric god for
chloride for drinking water is 250 mg/L, and the god for protecting agquetic life is a chronic
vaue of 230 mg/L and an acute vaue of 860 mg/L.. Because there is no agudtic life
criterion for chloride in the reachesin question, there is no “applicable water quality
gtandard” for chloride upon which a TMDL could properly be performed.

Response: The point of thiscomment isnot clear. Asnoted in response to severa other comments,
the find TMDL is based on the existing permanent objective of 150 mg/L. Any less stringent
recommended numeric gods for drinking water or aquatic life are not rlevant to thisTMDL. Thelack
of an aguatic life criterion does not negate the water quaity standard which this TMDL is designed to
achieve.

IV.B. LACSD: The current chloride objective of 150 mg/L was not adopted in conformance
with federa law because it lacks the requisite sound scientific rationae or gppropriate
technicd basis.

Response: The commentor has not provided any specific reasons to support the alegation that the
150 mg/L standard is based on an inadequate scientific foundation. Moreover, the water quality
standard was adopted severa years ago and could have been chalenged at that time. Section
303(c)(1) of the Clean Water Act requires that a State shdl, from time to time, but &t least once every
3 years, hold public hearings to review applicable water quality sandards, and, as appropriate, to
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modify and adopt standards. The commentor may wish to bring its concerns to the State' s attention
during its next review of sandards.

V. 303(d) Listing

V.A. Somach, Simmons & Dunn:Caleguas Creek was improperly listed under Clean Water
Act 303(d) because the 150 mg/L standard was improperly treated as an instantaneous
maximum rather than aweighted annud average.

Response: Both now and when the 1998 listing decision was made, the chloride objective in the Basin
Plan was based on a“not to exceed” analyss, therefore, listing decisons based on that analysis are
appropriate. It is congstent with the Regiond Board' s long standing practice of gpplying water quaity
objectives as ingantaneous maximum.

V.B. Somach, Smmons & Dunn: Caleguas Creek was improperly listed because a water
quality objective based on agriculturd useisimproper.

Carallo Engineers Comment: The 303(d) list did not specificaly identify groundwater
recharge (GWR) as abeneficid useimpaired by chloride. We believe that the evidence
does not support the linkage of increasing groundwater chloride concentrationsto
groundwater recharge.

Response: See response to Comment I.C. Agricultura uses are specifically included in CWA 303(c).

VI.Adminigtrative Procedure Act

VIA. Somach, Smmons & Dunn: EPA’s TMDL isimproper because there has been no notice
of rulemaking under the Administrative Procedure Act.

Response: TMDLsare not rules. EPA and the State jointly public noticed the draft chloride TMDL
and solicited public comment by anotice in the Ventura County Star on December 19, 2001. Seedso
response to comment V1.B.

VI.B. LACSD: EPA’s publication in the Los Angeles Times of the proposed TMDL was
insufficient under the Adminigtrative Procedures Act. The APA generdly requires federd
agenciesto provide “genera notice of aproposed rulemaking” in the Federal Regidter. 5
U.S.C. 553(b). Adoption of new TMDLs by the EPA isclearly arulemaking. See Serra
Club v. Environmental Protection Agency, 162 F. Supp. 2d 406, 419-20 (D.Md.
2001)(finding that development of alist or load under the CWA congtitutes a rulemaking
for which notice must be provided); see accord Asarco Inc. v. Sate of Idaho, Order on
Summary Judgment, Case No. CV-00-05760 (D.ld. 2001) (the establishment of the
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TMDL involved “rulemaking.”) Thus, under the APA, any proposed TMDLs must be
properly published in the Federa Register to provide adequate public notice and
opportunity for comment.

Response: The Clean Water Act does not require publication in the Federd Register for TMDLS,
indeed, the Act does not require any type of public notice prior to establishment of TMDLSs by either
EPA or a State. EPA regulations do require some public review when TMDL s are established under
certain circumstances, for example, 40 C.F.R. 130.7 provides that when EPA establishesa TMDL
after disgpproving a State TM DL, EPA must “issue a public notice seeking comment” and consder the
public comments received. Again, however, there is no requirement for publication in the Federa
Regider.

For the Calleguas Creek TMDL, EPA determined that the most effective way of providing notice and
soliciting public comment was through the loca newspaper of generd circulaion. Thus, EPA and the
State jointly public noticed the draft chloride TMDL for Cdleguas Creek in the Ventura County Star.
Copies of the draft TMDL and the TSD were available for public review on the EPA Region 9 and
Regiond Board' swebsite. The draft TMDL was mailed to dl parties on the Regiond Board mailing list.
The public had 45 days in which to submit comments. EPA has considered dl the comments received,
and is responding to them in this Responsiveness Summary. We note that this means of involving the
public proved to be quite effective, in that not only this commentor, but severd others, provided
detailed comments on the draft TMDL.

EPA disagrees with the commentor’s assertion that establishment of TMDL s condtitutes * rulemaking”
under APA 553. ThisTMDL is aspecific factud determination -- a calculation of the chloride loads
this particular waterbody can receive and Hill achieve the water qudity standards gpplicable to the
waterbody. It has no gpplicability nationwide, nor even satewide. Furthermore, we submit that if
Congress had intended to require EPA to use rulemaking procedures, it would have given EPA more
than the 30 days in which EPA is expected to establish TMDLs under CWA 303(d)(2).

EPA notes that the Asarco case cited by the commentor has no gpplicability to thisTMDL, asit wasa
state court decision, based on state law, applicable only in the state of Idaho. Moreover, EPA
repectfully disagrees with the dictain the Serra Club case cited by the commentor, which suggests
that establishment of a TMDL by EPA should be considered arulemaking. That dictardieson
language in CWA 303(c) regarding establishment by EPA of State water quality standards. EPA
submits that the language in CWA 303(c) does not suggest that EPA action under a separate provision,
303(d), should be considered rulemaking; to the contrary, the fact that Congress explicitly established a
rule-making procedure for water quality standards indicates that such a procedure is not required for
other actions, such as TMDL establishment, where the statute does not specify any type of public
participation at al, much less rulemaking procedures.
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VIl. Implementation

VIILA. Somach, Smmons & Dunn: The proposed TMDL contains eements that are plainly
outsde EPA’ s authority, such asimplementation measures flowing from State law
authorities.

Response: The main responsbility for implementing and monitoring resides with the State. Therefore,

EPA’s TMDL does not contain an implementation plan. Rather, thereis a brief discussion of generd

recommendations to the State.

VIII. EPA’sAction

VIII.LA.  Somach, Smmons & Dunn: Because of technicd deficienciesin the draft TMDL, the
Regiona Board will have to prepare the functiona equivaent of an EIR prior to
incorporating the TMDL into the Basin Plan; thus, for EPA to proceed isillogical.

Response: EPA isrequired to establish this TMDL by March 22, 2002, under the Consent Decreein
Heal the Bay, Inc. et al. V. Browner. EPA disagreesthat there are technicd deficiencies and
congders the record adequate to support establishment of a TMDL at thistime.

| X. Seasonal Variations

IX.A. LACSD: The TMDL does not meet federd requirements because it does not include
seasond variations. Despite the fact that the draft TMDL Statesthat it is not expected that
conditions are impaired during storm flow, the draft TMDL fails to exclude these non-
impaired conditions.

Response: EPA agreesthat the draft TMDL was unclear. Thefind TMDL makes clear that the
TMDL applies only to non-storm conditions.

X. Water Quality ObjectivesMargin of Safety

XA. LACSD: The proposed objectives change to 100 mg/L and numeric targets of 100 mg/L
are an unreasonably large margin of safety.

Response: As noted in other responses, the find TMDL is based on the existing standard of 150
mg/L. EPA disagrees that the margin of safety used in caculation of the TMDL is unreasonable. We
note that the State' s peer review of the draft TMDL specificdly included analysis of the margin of
safety, and the peer review concluded that the methodology used to determine the margin of safety was
acceptable and appropriate.
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Xl. Suitability for TMDL Calculation

XIA. L ACSD: Chloride appears to be a pollutant where the concentration is the relevant
indicator. The TMDL failsto establish a need for regulation of chloride based on mass.
Thisindicates that chloride is not a pollutant suitable for TMDL caculation.

Response: Chloride is apollutant suitable for TMDL cdculaion. EPA determined in 1978 that dll
pollutants were suitable for TMDL caculation, under proper technical conditions. The caculations and
modding performed by the Regiond Board indicate that this pollutant is suitable for TMDL caculation.
EPA and the Regiona Board agree that concentration isimportant, and thus the mass loadings are
derived from the gppropriate concentrations. However, TMDLSs are normally expressed as mass
loads, and we consider that to be appropriate for this TMDL. See aso responseto Generd
Comments |1.M regarding mass |loads.

XIl. Future Growth

XI1LA. Camarillo Sanitary District: The proposed loadings make no provision for growth.
Urban dischargers will be required to comply with both chloride concentration requirements
and mass loadings. Asflows increase in the future due to ordinary population growth, it will
be necessary to discharge at even lower concentrations.

Response: The Clean Water Act does not require TMDLs to include explicit provision for growth,
athough in generd EPA supports providing alocations for future loading sources where feasible.
Regiona Board gtaff did congder future growth in preparing the TSD for the Caleguas Creek chloride
TMDL. The TSD discusses the possibility that the population in the Caleguas Creek watershed could
increase by 20% in the next ten years, and that the chloride load, along with the generd amount of
wastewater discharge, could be expected to increase correspondingly. The TSD suggests that in the
future, an increase in the chloride loading capacity may be possible, so long asit is contained in
discharges with sufficient dilution. If that occurs, the Regional Board may wish to caculate anew
TMDL to account for the changes.

Xl111. CALFED Program Objective

XIT.LA. CMWD: Adoption of the TMDLswould be inconsstent with a primary objective in the
CALFED program of increased water recycling.

Response: The TMDL is established a levels necessary to achieve water quality standards, as
required by the Clean Water Act. The Regiond Board hasindicated that in developing its
implementation measures, water recycling projects consstent with the TMDL’ s dlocations will be
encouraged and permitted.
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PART 2. GENERAL COMMENTS

Concept of the TMDL

I.A. The Agencies: The Technica basisfor staff’s proposal is deficient. It is based on flawed
concept that imposing grict limitations on POTWSs' discharges will result in an improvement
to groundwater relied upon by agriculture for irrigation of chloride sendtive crops.

Camarillo Sanitary District: The reports do not show that better in-stream water quality
will result in improvement in groundwater qudity.

Carollo Engineers: Reducing the levels of chloride in stream flow will not significantly
reduce the levels of chloride in groundwater because stream flow recharge is not the
primary source of increasing chloride concentrations in the groundwater. The chloride
budget for the groundwater basins indicate that the predominant chloride load isfrom
agriculturd returns. Thisimportant chloride source has not been included in further andyss
by the RWQCB.

The Agencies: Thereisno evidence to support the conclusion that increasesin chloridesin
shdlow or perched groundwater are directly related to an increase in surface water chloride
concentrations.

Response: Modds and scientific analyses based on best available data and best current understanding
of the watershed indicate that the alocations specified in the TMDL will achieve water qudity
improvement in surface water and associated (hydraulically contiguous) shalow groundwater used for
irrigation The god of the TMDL isto meet water qudity standards in surface water. Improvement to
water qudity in groundwater aquifersis not agod of the TMDL.

We dso wish to draw a distinction between the dispersed, discontinuous shalow unconfined
groundwater aquifers (intersecting the surface in some locations, and extending to depths of about 30
feet) which are hydraulicaly contiguous to the surface water; and the deep groundwater basins of the
watershed (overlain by impervious strata, and extending to depths of about 900 feet). The shalow
groundwater in some locations is hydraulically contiguous with the surface water, and therefore shares
the chemica characterigtics of the surface water; in reaches where the surface water isimpaired for
chloride, and the shalow groundwater is used to supply the same beneficid uses, the shalow
groundwater therefore is necessarily impaired aso. There is ample evidence indicating the surface
water’ s impact on the shalow or perched groundwater. For example, the Bachman study (1998)
shows that the surface flow of the Arroyo Las Posas entirely disgppears into underflow during much of
the year and provides recharge to the shallow groundwater.
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Alternatives
11.B The Agencies: Other more effective, practica and less costly dternatives exis.

Response: ThisTMDL isrequired to be established under the Clean Water Act because water quality
gandards are not being met. EPA’s TMDL does not contain an implementation plan, so comments
regarding the Regiona Board' s proposed implementation plan are being addressed by the Regiona
Board staff. Regiond Board staff note that athough the Regiona Board' simplementation plan presents
advanced trestment technology and accompanying brine conveyance as one possible dternative, other
dternative means consistent with State and Federa regulations are acceptable under the implementation

plan.

Recycled Water Project

I.C. CMWD: Adoption of the proposed amendments would discourage devel opment of
recycled water projects.

LACSD: Thedraft TMDL sets up awater quaity management system which will serioudy
impede, rather than encourage, future water reclamation projects. Parts of the Calleguas
Creek watershed are entirely dependent on imported water, and during periods of drought
can suffer shortages of water.

Response: ThisTMDL isrequired to be established under the Clean Water Act because water quality
gandards are not being met. EPA’s TMDL does not contain an implementation plan, so comments
regarding the Regiona Board' s proposed implementation plan are being addressed by the Regiond
Board gaff. Regiond Board taff note that under the Regiona Board implementation plan, water
recycling projects cons stent with the proposed alocations will be encouraged and permitted.
According to Regiona Board gtaff, remedies other than the one evauated in the proposed TMDL
implementation plan, including those which enhance water recycling and reuses, are dlowed with in the
framework of the proposed TMDL implementation plan and will be permitted if they atain the
applicable water quaity standards and alocations.

Water shed Planning Process

11.D. CMWD: Regiond Board should alow the Watershed Planning group to address chloride
and other 303(d) listed congtituents. Adoption of the proposed amendments would
undermine the Calleguas Creek Watershed Planning Program, which would provide a
greater protection for agricultural beneficia uses than the proposed amendments...
Important policy issues should be considered before the Regiona Board and USEPA
adopt the proposed WQOs and TMDL. Some of these are better addressed by the
Calleguas Creek Watershed Management Plan group. The ideas under development by
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that group cannot be implemented unless the Regiona Board and USEPA ddlay action.

Camarillo Sanitary District: Early adoption of an individua chloride TMDL would be
counter to the god's and intentions of the Calleguas Watershed management Plan, which
seeks a halistic solution to water qudity in the watershed

Response: The proposed TMDL does not preclude or inhibit other planning processes that would
improve water quaity. EPA encourages development of measures to address the chloride problem
through a watershed planning process, and we expect that the Regiond Board will take into
congderation recommendations of the Watershed Planning Program in developing implementation
messures for the TMDL. Because of consent decree deadlines, establishment of this TMDL cannot be

delayed.

Aaricultural Practices Assumption

I.E.

Camarillo Sanitary District: The reports make smplifying assumptions based on fdse
premises about agriculturd practices. Staff technica support document assumes little or no
irrigation water directly enters surface waters, on the contrary, runoff from agricultura fields
may be widely observed, and may be expected to contain high concentrations of chloride
and other sdts.

The Agencies: The characterization of the Caleguas creek watershed is fataly flawed in
that it fails to include irrigated agriculture as amgor source of chloride loading.

Caroallo Engineers: The stream flow chloride reported exceeds the wastewater chloride
discharged to the streams.  This cannot happen unless additiond inflows occur and the
chloride in those inflows exceed the wasteweter chloride. The most likely explanation for
the high stream flow chloride is the occurrence of agricultura returns. The irrigated acreage
within the Calleguas Creek watershed has increased since the 1950s, and a corresponding
increase in agricultura returns would be expected. The staff report does not attempt to
identify the source of increased stream flow chloride. A rationa remedy cannot be identified
without identifying the source.

Carollo Engineers: Irrigation tailwaters and irrigation return contribute greater |oads of
chlorides to the groundwater basins (gpproximately 80% of the total load) and to the
surface waters than POTW discharges.

Carollo Engineers: The shalowest zone of awater-table aguifer is the most impacted by
irrigation returns. In addition, pumping from such ashalow well in close proximity to a
dream is essentialy equivaent to dewatering the stream.  Pumping from a shdlow well
next to a stream may condtitute an gppropriation requiring a State Board permit.
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Caroallo Engineers While irrigation with groundwater creates an indirect chloride load to
the groundwater system, irrigation with imported water creates adirect chloride load. This
effect is not considered.

Carollo Engineers: The degp percolation of irrigation water leaches naturally occurring
chloride in the unsaturated zone. The unsaturated zone is thick within much of the
Cdleguas Creek watershed. Irrigation water that percolates through the unsaturated zone
incorporates the naturaly occurring chloride in the soil. The chloride occurs naturaly
because the upper San Pedro formation was deposited on an ocean floor and the low
permesbility of the formation prevented the subsequent naturd flushing of the origind
chloride. However, theintroduction of an irrigation percolate transports the chloride to the
active groundwater system. The resulting load represents a substantid part of the total load
to the groundwater system, but this was not considered.

Response: We recognize that leaching and evapotranspiration cause concentration of chloride. EPA
and Regiond Board gtaffs conclusion about chloride loads from agricultura practicesisthat the
agriculture does not contribute chloride per se, but does serve to concentrate chloride applied to the
fidd inirrigation water. The chloride in theirrigation water originates with externa sources, including
surface waters and shalow groundwater used to irrigate fidlds in some reaches. The origin of chloridein
that surface water and shallow groundwater includes POTWSs, non-storm discharges to storm drains,
pumped groundwater discharges, and other activitiesidentified in the TMDL.

In the mode's used in developing this TMDL, that concentration occurs in the root zone of agricultura
fields. We recognize that chloride does enter the aquifersand , directly or indirectly , the surface
waterbody after having been concentrated by agricultura practices. The modes and andyses
incorporate that chloride load in the form of risng groundwater or groundwater discharges via natura
processes (i.e., other than pumped groundwater discharges), using best available information about
concentration and volume per time of such discharges. To consider leaching as a separate load would
be to double-count that chloride load.

Irrigation water that originates as deep groundwater or imported water purchased by agricultural users
does contain chloride that does not originate with sources identified in the TMDL. We conclude those
loads are incorporated indirectly in the modd, in the forms of risng groundwater and a smal number of
agriculturd return flows identified in the watershed by Regiond Board staff observations. Those
assigned |loads are consstent with best available information about actua observed chloride
concentrations in the waterbody. To the extent that those loads originate from outside the watershed,
they do contribute to the chloride impairment. They are assgned LAsinthe TMDL and form part of
the mass balance modd that predicts changes in chloride concentration when specified WLAs are
attained.

We agree that tail water and other discharges may exist at some time in some parts of the watershed.
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We do not agree that calculations of chloride loadings are erroneous. Transport of chloride from
irrigation water into groundwater and then into surface water isincluded in the modd in the form of
spontaneous and pumped groundwater discharges into the waterbody.

To the extent that chloride from naturally occurring deposits enters the waterbody with discharging
groundwaeter, that load is dso incorporated into the modd in the form of estimated chloride load from
groundwater discharges. That load has the effect of reducing assmilative capacity availablein the
surface water to discharges from permitted sources, and therefore is consdered when dlocating loads
among dischargers.

I.F. The Agencies: The TMDL does not take into account the st tolerance of different
rootstocks of avocados, nor did it consder various management practices that can be
implemented to improve the crops' tolerance to chlorides. The proposd shifts the entire
burden of protecting chloride senstive crops to the POTWs without the farming community
having to take any steps to better manage the chlorides.

Response: ThisTMDL is required because the water quality objective of 150 mg/L. is not being met.
The Regiona Board will consider this comment in its consideration of changes in the chloride WQO.

1.G. The Agencies: According to Ventura County records, Zone Mutua Water company has
five wdls that are between 785 feet and 885 feet deep used to provide water for irrigation
purposes. Thisinformation contradicts the staff report that Zone Mutua pumps weter from
30-foot wells adjacent to Calleguas Creek or that it serves as a primary source of irrigation
water.

Response: Zone Mutua Water company owns deep wells as well as operate shallow wells near the
Cdleguas Creek. Inits January 22, 1997 letter to Calleguas Municipa Water Didtrict, Zone Mutua
provided data that demongtrates subgtantid increases in chloride concentration in itsirrigation water.
This sgnificant increase has impacted the yield of sendtive crops. More recent data (96-99) dso
shows the increased trend of the chloride concentration in the shalow wells near the Calleguas Creek
watershed (refer to Zone Mutua Water Didtrict (22 January , 1997) in the reference).

I.H. Camarillo Sanitary District: The reports make false assumptions regarding use of
imported water by agriculture.

The Agencies. Staff ignored ongoing purchases from municipa water utilities for
agricultura purposes. In the past three years, a steady 14% of the City of Camarillo’'s
water saes have been to agricultura growers for irrigation for crops, primarily strawberries.
Agriculture accounts comprise some of the largest consumers of city water, whichisa
blend of approximately 2/3 imported and 1/3 pumped. All water supplies by the Cities of
Thousand Oaks and Simi Vdley, and the CaiforniaAmerican Water Company, are
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imported from Northern Cdifornia through the State Water Project. Camrosa Water
Didrict dso delivers sgnificant quantities of water for agricultura irrigetion from
predominantly imported source waters. Calleguas Municipal Water Didtrict maintains
records that document the proportiona share of imported water used for agricultura water
use in the watershed.

Response: We recognize that the draft Technicad Support Document fails to recognize the magnitude
of water importation during non-drought periods. Changes have been made in the find TSD to reflect
thisemphass. Reports by agricultural users document an increase in importation during periods of low
ranfal in the watershed, and aso document a decreased availability of local water supplies. Those
reports aso document an increase in chloride concentration in imported water during periods of
gtatewide drought, which commonly coincide with periods of low rainfdl in the watershed. Both
conditions contribute to an increase in the load of chloride in imported water during periods of drought.

Application of TMDL

.1 The Agencies: No TMDL is proposed for Reaches 8 and 7. Consequently, these reaches
will not have to comply with the proposed in-stream standard of 110 mg/L for chloride. As
aresult, the City of Smi Vdley will be facing a much lower WLA (74 mg/L) then it would
face if reaches 7 and 9 would be required to meet the standard. The TMDL process
requires that al point sources and non-point sources be given aWLA or LA.

Response: This EPA TMDL is based on the permanent objective of 150 mg/L. The reductions
specified for the Smi Valey POTW have been revised, and the target discharge concentration for Simi
Vdley POTW is estimated to be 134 mg/L during routine critica condition. The Regiona Board's
egtimate shows the reduction required 19% is achievable. That WLA is caculated assuming that
dischargers upstream of the Smi Valey POTW are subject to reduced loads. pumped groundwater in
Reach 7 subject to WDR requirements are required to reduce chloride concentration during critical
conditions. Calculations using the modd specified WLAS are now based on discharges a numeric
target for mode ca culations show that Reaches 7 and 8 will attain the WQO of 150 mg/L during nearly
al conditions, excepting only the post-drought critical conditions for the upstream part of Reach 7,
where the WQO is exceeded by 4 mg/L. That location is not part of the reach where the chloride-
sengitive beneficia uses are present.

.J. Camarillo Sanitary District: The TMDL should provide for arolling average and
ingantaneous maximum in al reaches.

Response: The existing WQO in al reaches upstream of Potrero road is defined only in terms of and
instantaneous maximum, o that is the gppropriate messure for the TMDL.

Beneficial Use/Water Quality Objectives

Page 18 of 47



K. Camarillo Sanitary District: On the basis of protection of agricultura beneficia use, a
chloride TMDL for the lower reaches of the Congjo and Calleguas Creeks is unwarranted
and unjudtified.

Response: Certain reaches are not included in this TMDL ; those are indicated with asterisks in Table
1 of thefinal TMDL. Other reaches must be included because the 1998 Clean Water Act 303(d) list
indicates that they are not meeting the water quality objective for chloride.

I.L. LACSD: Staff Report on the proposed chloride WQO change and reach redefinition does
not address the attainability of the proposed WQO in the northern reaches of the
waterbody. EPA guiddines state a use attainability andyss (UAA) may be conducted if itis
sugpected that standards are not attainable due to natura biologica limitations, physica
limitations, chemical limitations, irreversible man-made factors, or economic reasons.
Significant dischargesin to the waterbody of groundwater with chloride in concentrations of
150 mg/L or grester produce a likelihood that these natural conditions will prevent
attainment of the proposed WQO of 110 mg/L.

Response: While this comment primarily addresses the State’ s proposed WQO and reach definition
changes, we note that EPA and Regiona Board Staff do not agree that existing groundwater
concentrations are naturd biological, physicd, or chemica limitations, based on known increasesin
chloride in present conditions compared to periods before intensive agricultural and urban land usesin
the watershed. We do not agree that those anthropogenic causes for increased chloride concentration
areirreversble. Regiona Board Staff has eected not to conduct a UAA because analyses for the
TMDL support afinding that the WQO can be attained. Regiona Board staff indicate that a UAA
could be congdered if the TMDL falsto attain the water quaity objectives.

[1.M. LACSD: The Regiond Board's proposd to include mass targets in addition to chloride
targets for POTW WLAS does not make sense. Protection of the agricultura beneficia use
in driven by concentration rather than mass, so that additiond flow with concentration &t the
specified limit would improve water qudity rather than contribute to impairment.

Response: TMDLs are usudly caculated in mass loads, and EPA considers that to be appropriate for
thisTMDL. The chloride massin surface water contributes to impairment of groundwater quaity: even
though higher concentration in the aquifer may be diluted in the short run by lower concentration surface
water recharge, the mass of chloride added by surface water (and by irrigation making use of that
surface water) in the long run adds to the mass of chloride that cycles between groundwater and
irrigation (which concentrates chloride through the agricultural concentrating effect), so that chloride
impairment of the aquifer increases in the long run.

I1.N. L ACSD: The current WQO isincorrectly interpreted as an instantaneous maximum of 150
mg/L. The Regiona Board should not undertake a TMDL without understanding the
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underlying bass of the origina objective. Many POTWsin the watershed discharge
wadtewater and/or discharge to groundwater with annua average chloride concentrations
less than the current WQO, so therefore could not be part of the cause of impairment if the
WQO isinterpreted as an annud average.

Response: Chloride mass discharged by POTW:s contributes to the mass of chlorides subject to the
agricultural concentrating effect, which contributes to chloride concentration in groundwater discharges,
and in that way contributed to impairment of surface waters. The current water quaity objectiveis
measured as an indantaneous maximum, 0 it is appropriate to caculate the TMDL in that way.

11.0. LACSD: The TMDL isdesgned to attain a potentia beneficid usein Reaches6, 7, and 8
that may not be attainable, if it requiresa WQO of 110 mg/L. The Regiond Board should
conduct aUAA, and in the interim should adopt a variance to alow temporary reprieve
from meseting current standards.

Response: On recongderation and in light of various comments, EPA has changed the TMDL <0 that
thefind TMDL is caculated to meet the existing permanent standard of 150 mg/L (details are provided
in TMDL and TSD).

I.P. LACSD: Thedraft TMDL proposes WLASsfor POTWs a Smi Valey and Moorpark
that would attain the proposed new WQO of 110 mg/L in their recelving reaches, but those
reaches receive significant discharges from an underlying groundwater basin that has
chloride objective of 150 mg/L. The Regiona Board is requiring desdinization trestment at
these two facilitiesin order to dilute what appears to be natura conditionsin the waterbody.

Response: On reconsderation and in light of various comments, EPA has changed the TMDL so that
thefind TMDL is cdculated to meet the existing permanent standard of 150 mg/L in al the reaches
included in the TMDL. We note, however, that EPA and Regiona Board Staff do not agree that
discharges of groundwater are due to natural conditions or to irreversible anthropogenic factors.
Additiondly, Regiond Board staff have indicated that they encourage measures to reduce chloride
concentration in influent water for industrial uses and for potable water and that such measures may
form part of a pollution prevention approach to achieving the specified WLASs under the Regiond
Board'simplementation plan for the TMDL.

11.Q. Carollo Engineers. We do not agree that the beneficial use of groundwater recharge is
necessarily impaired and no subgtantia basis for this concluson is sated... The
groundwater recharge beneficia use of surface streams is not achieved due to the pumping,
and impacts of agricultura irrigation practices.

The Agencies. The perched aguifers near the Camrosa Water Didtrict water storage
ponds do not provide recharge to the lower aquifer system of the Pleasant Valley
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Groundwater Basin. The assumption made by staff that groundweter recharge beneficia
use for in-stream surface water isimpaired is not substantiated by the chloride
concentrations found in wells.

The Agencies. The Basan Plan identifies confined and unconfined/perched aquifers. The
confined aquifers have a Basin Plan objective of 150 mg/L chloride. The confined aquifers
are not susceptible to groundwater recharge in thisarea. The unconfined/perched aquifers
do not have a Basin Plan water quality objective. While the Basin Plan identifies an exigting
agriculturd beneficid use for unconfined/perched groundwater, there is no documentation
supporting impairment of thisuse.

Response: The unconfined/perched aquifers are included in this TMDL to the extent they are
hydraulicaly contiguous to the surface water and are used for beneficid uses within particular reeches
of the watershed. The designated surface water AGR use, as pecified in the current Basin Plan, is
designed to protect the qudity of agricultural supply weter, and the TMDL extends that protection to
shalow groundwater that is consdered part of the resource because it is hydraulicaly contiguous with
surface water. If the surface water in agiven reach isimpaired for adesignated beneficid use, then the
hydraulicaly contiguous groundwater is aso impaired because (by definition of contiguity) it has the
same chemical characteritics as the surface water of the reach.

I.R. The Agencies: The agriculturdl designation in reaches 12 and 13 isincorrect. Agriculture
is not an existing beneficid use of the surface waters of those reaches.

Response: Based on the 1994 Basin Plan, Reach 12 is designated for existing AGR and GWR uses.
Reach 13 is designated asintermittent GWR use. Thefinal TMDL will reflect these desgnated uses.

Mar qin of Safety

.S LACSD: The margins of safety have been compounded at every step, including sdection
of aWQO of 110 mg/L that is not scientificaly supported and an instantaneous maximum
of 180 mg/L. This compounding of margins of safety isincongstent with the Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Control Act’s requirement to reasonably protect beneficia uses.

Caroallo Engineers: The use of an additional 109% “safety factor” is not justified based on
the fact that conservative modeling assumptions were used, and the criticd “low flow”
design condition was chosen. Further, any additiond “additive’” safety factor is not judtified
unlessit can be shown that it is needed based on completing an error propagation analyss
on the model.

Carallo Engineers: It isnot appropriate to apply an explicit margin of safety to theimplicit
margin of safety, without Some characterization of the mode error, and particularly in light
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of the long-term averaging periods which should be consdered for groundwater modeling.
Asaminimum, a sengtivity andyss should be performed to assess the variation in the
caculated TMDL and WLASs due to the observed variation in input data and assumptions.
Further, the many conservative assumptions, combined with the statistical approach taken
to determine the “critical conditions,” dready adds sgnificantly to the anticipated level of

siey.

Response: Asdiscussed above, the find TMDL no longer uses 110 mg/L as the numeric target.
Regarding margin of safety, the Clean Water Act and EPA regulations require that a margin of safety be
incorporated. Reasonably conservative assumptions a various stages are designed to address the
uncertainty inherent in making best estimates about complex environmental systems when available data
are limited. The assumptions made at multiple estimates incorporated into the TMDL do not represent
extreme possibilities, but reasonable conservatism, and are not overly conservative. An explicit margin
of safety isaso gppropriate, to compensate for unknown uncertainties such asimperfect knowledge of
trangport mechanisms and other environmental systems, and 10% is far from an extreme estimate of
those uncertainties. Peer review conducted at the behest of the State Board supports the finding that the
margin of safety is gppropriate given the sources and anticipated magnitudes of uncertainty in the
estimates.

Routine and Drought Critical Condition

[1.T. LACSD: The proposed TMDL sdlected WLASs for two critical flow scenarios: acritica
flow condition that happens to correspond to maximum flow non-storm days, and a drought
condition, defined to begin on June 1 of ayear in which the previous 12 months' totd
ranfal islessthan 11 inches and end on June 1 of ayear when that previous 12 months
totd rainfal is greater then 12.2 inches. The Nationa Drought Mitigation Center’s definition
of drought includes criteriafor storage leve of reservoirsthat can supply weter to the
recelving area, and defines the drought period to end on June 1 of ayear when tota rainfal
exceeds 11 inches. Thereisno basisfor the TMDL's definition of the end of the drought

period.

Carallo Engineers: The conditions specifying when the WLA for drought conditionsis
effective are not complete, and are problematic for compliance. Neither the discharger nor
the RWQCB will know whether the discharger was to have been complying with the more
gtringent WLA for drought conditions until after the period of compliance has ended. In
fact, the WLA should be specified in terms of magnitude, frequency, and duraion. The
meagnitude is chosen with congderation of the duration over which the messurements are
made. The dlowable frequency is based on the percentage of the time that the underlying
water quality criteria can be exceeded without aloss of the designated use for the given
duration considered.
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Caroallo Engineers: It does not seem reasonable to define the beginning of drought-period
WLAsas June 1 of any year when the previous twelve months' totd rainfdl islessthan the
lower 15% of the historical range as the degp groundwater basins have a substantialy
longer averaging period.  The increased chloride levelsin the shalow groundwater basins
are not well understood, and there are agricultura management dternatives available, such
asthe use of increased leaching fraction of irrigation flows.

Response: The WLAs for routine days are computed based on a critical condition that occurs during
maximum non-storm discharge (not a condition that happens to corresponds to dry westher, but a
condition used in the modd to compute the maximum period of impairment at times other than drought
periods, and that has been defined statistically in away that recognizesit may occur at any time of the
year, not necessarily during a specified season). The critical conditions for a drought period for the
purpose of this TMDL are defined using criteria specific to anticipated environmenta factors affecting
chloride load in the watershed, and the rationae is described in detail on final TMDL Technica Support
Document. The definition is based on a gatistica andysis of locd rainfal characterigtics; text has been
added to the find TMDL TSD explaining the rationale for selecting aloca as opposed to a satewide
definition of drought for the purposes of this TMDL. The basis for sdlecting 12.2 inches, or the 25"
percentile of historical annud rainfal, as the trigger for a non-drought condition is described onin the
find TMDL and TSD aswell. The TSD has been revised to specify thet the totdl 12-month rainfal isto
be measured at the meteorologica gation at the Camarillo Airport.

I.U. LACSD: The TMDL proposes WLAs with lower concentration during drought periods
than other periods; it gppears to commentor that the god is a steady State water qudity
condition. Droughts are natura conditions and fluctuation of water quality is to be expected,
in particular in response to droughts, El Nino conditions, and other natura cycles.

Response: The WQO is specified to support reasonable protection of beneficial uses a dl times, not
during some subset of times. It is necessary for point source alocations to be more stringent during
drought because of increases in chloride concentration in discharges from other sources during those
conditions. It is worth noting that the assmilative capacity of awaterbody decreases when thereisan
increase in the anthropogenic source input during the drought condition. Therefore, smaler WLAs are
proposed for the drought periods in order to meet the instream WQO.

.V. Carollo Engineers. The evduation of the critica condition istechnicaly flawed because it
is based on the erroneous assumption that flow in the creek(s) is directly related to the
recharge of the groundwater basin. This assumption does not consider that the flow of
water from the surface streams to the groundwater basin is a function of not only stream
flow, but aso flow duration, stream chloride concentrations, and the size of the wetted
perimeter of the siream cross-section. Therefore, the volume of stream flow to
groundwater during periods of high flow stream flows is underestimated, and the resulting
stream flow “critica condition” sdlected is not representative of actud conditions.
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Carollo Engineers. Additiondly, groundwater quaity conditions depend on time scales of
years or more, except from very localized conditions. The effect of stream flow chloride on
groundwater chloride depends on the average chloride concentration in the stream flow
recharge to the groundwater system. In the absence of any other recharge source or other
impacts, the long-term groundwater chloride concentration will equa the long-term stream
flow-recharge chloride concentration. The long-term recharge chloride concentration
depends on the overdl stream flow recharge regimen. Stream flow recharge occurs from
low, intermediate, and high stream flows. Low stream flows are composed mostly of
wastewater discharges, and high stream flows are composed mostly of rainfal-runoff. Low
gtream flows have higher chloride concentrations, and higher stream flows have much lower
chloride concentrations.  The resulting steam flow recharge is composed substantialy of
rainfal runoff, and the stream flow-recharge chloride concentretion is substantidly less than
the wastewater chloride concentrations. In order to appropriately evauate the recharge
impacts of changed wastewater chloride, the overdl flow-recharge regimen must be
evauated.

Carollo Engineers. The cumulative frequency plot of the mean daily discharge (mdd) for
each of the three creeks should be of the cumulative probability of the flux of stream flows
to the groundwater basin , and mass chloride flux into the groundwater basin, and not that
of stream flow done.

Response: The specified critica condition has no rdationship to the rate of recharge of groundwater
by surface water, or the effect of stream flow chloride on groundwater chloride. The critical conditions
for surface water are based on the effects of chloride in groundwater discharge upon surface water
chloride, as represented in the mass balance modd’ s assumptions documented in Table A-1 of the
Technical Support Document, which are in turn based on documented evidence and best available data
about the volume and chloride load of a variety of discharges throughout the watershed including
groundwater discharges. We agree that groundwater conditions and the groundwater/surface water
interaction are highly complex and affected by alarge number of variables which are not fully described
in the modd. We suggest that many of those interactions are not fully understood, and thet the available
data are highly inadequate for any valid computation of the interactions that would incorporate those
complex mechanisms and environmentd variables. Nevertheless, Regiond Board staff contends that a
datigticd mode of stream flow done is sufficient to identify the period of maximum non-storm flow; and
that the smplifying assumptions on groundwater conditions and effects on surface water chloride
concentration are reasonable assumptions, and lead to a reasonable conclusion theat critical conditions
occur during maximum non-storm flow. Because many complex interactions and environmentd
variables are not included in the smplifying assumptions, it is possble that not every instance of
maximum non-storm flow may produce the worgt-case conditions. However, the available information
and documentation leads to a reasonable assumption that when the worst-case conditions do occur,
they will occur during maximum non-storm flow. Therefore the WLAs for this TMDL have been
designed to address those worst-case conditions that occur during maximum non-storm flow, even
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though it is not certain thet every case of maximum non-storm flow will lead to maximum impairment.
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PART 3. DETAILED TECHNICAL COMMENTS

Discrepanciesin the Technical Support Document

1.1 CMWD: Discrepancies are identified between reported source of data and assumptions
and data used in modd. In some casesit is unclear how the flow and chloride concentration
data presented in Table A-1 were used to generate the data used as inputs to the linkage
mode for routine critical conditions, presented in Table A-3. (Both tables appear in the
Appendix to the Staff Technica Support Document). Commentor tabulates flow and
concentration data presented in Tables A-1 and A-3 and indicates that there are
discrepancies in a number of locations.

Response: Table A-1 isentitled “ Sources of Datafor Linkage Analysis and Assumptions Used in
Mass Badance Modd for Critica Conditions.” Thetitle of Table A-1 is perhgps mideading and
therefore has been changed in the revised Table A-1, discussed below. It describes sources of data,
lists the data used to develop the linkage modd for “typica” or “normd” conditions (based on the data
sources given), and lists the assumptions used to trandate the listed datainto critica conditions. The
assumptions for trandating “typica” into critical conditions are further described in Table A-2.

Table A-1 documents and provides references for the input data and is used to develop the linkage
model. The linkage modd was developed for “typica low flow” conditions, intended to represent the
conditions on norma days in the waterbody not affected by drought or by storm runoff. Table A-1 then
lists the data sdlected by Regiona Board staff, using best available information and professond
judgement, to represent the flow and chloride concentration under those typica conditions. Those data
are duplicated on Table A-3, but not in the column headed “ Routine Critica Conditions’ (as tabulated
by commentor); insteed, the data from Table A-1 appear in the column headed “ Typica Low-Fow
Conditions.”

The data for typica low-flow conditions, documented in Table A-1, are adapted to five other
conditions (including “Routine Critica Conditions’) and presented in Table A-3 dong with the data for
“Typica Low-Flow Conditions.” Table A-2 documents, in words, the rationale used by Regiond
Board aff to trandate the data for “Typicd Low-Flow Conditions’ into the five flow conditions
evaduated in Table A-3.

Table A-1 as presented in the December 21, 2001 Technica Support Document is an outdated
verson, and does not accurately describe the flow and chloride concentration which were subsequently
selected as better representing “typica low flow” conditions. A corrected version of Table A-1 was
developed as Regiond Board staff understanding evolved and mode assumptions were refined and
improved. Therefore, extengve revisons have been made to Table A-1. Please see updated Table A-
1, entitled “ Sources of Datafor Linkage Analysis and Assumptions Used in Mass Baance Modd for
Typicd Conditions.”
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1.2 CMWD: Footnote 1 to tabulated discrepancies described in comment 11-1: Table A-3
divides Reach 7 into “above USGS gauge’ and “below USGS gauge” Table A-1
introduces another divison a Highway 23, which isnot included in Table A-3. Table A-1
identifies agricultural extractions and groundwater rechargesin Reach 7 that are not
included in Table A-3..

CMWD: Footnote 3 to tabulated discrepancies described in comment 11-1: names of
reaches gppear to differ between Tables A-1 and A-3; commentor has assumed that Table
A-1 divison of datainto above and below the USGS gauge is equivalent to Table A-3
divison of Reach 9 into Reaches 9A and 9B, differing only in terminology for names of the
reaches.

Response: Please see response to previous comment regarding Table A-2. Regarding the other
portions of this comment, the commentor’ s assumptions are incorrect. It was necessary to develop
information about the control point (monitoring point), the USGS gauge, for purposes of the model
because thet is the location for which detailed flow informetion is available. Table A-1 as presented in
the December 21, 2001 Technica Support Document draft does not divide information for Reach 9
into Reaches 9A and 9B. It is an outdated version, devel oped before Reach 9 was subdivided into
Reaches 9A and 9B. Table A-1 has been revised accordingly.

However, it is not possible to move the control point (monitoring points) to coincide with the reach
divison, because the location for which detailed flow deta are available does not coincide with the
locations chosen for dividing reaches; the latter is based on continuity of hydraulic, water qudity, and
land use issues, and does not account for the location of the USGS gauge. The USGS gaugeis located
about 1.5 miles upstream of the US route 101 overpass, as noted in response to comment 111.23. The
divison between Reaches 9A and 9B was located to coincide with the anticipated Camrosa Diversion,
which will occur approximately at the US route 101 overpass. That location is selected for the reach
division because the flow regime in the waterbody will change dramaticaly at that locetion after the
diversonisin place, with downsiream flow significantly less than flow above the diverson under most
conditions.

The errors of the tables are noted and corrected accordingly in the final TSD.

1.3 CMWD: Footnote 2 to tabulated discrepancies described in comment 11-1: Groundwater
discharge and urban non-storm runoff are combined in Table A-1 for Reaches 12 and 13.
Table A-1 notes that no data are available to partition the observed instream flow amount
of groundwater discharge, urban non-storm runoff, and any other sources. However, Table
A-3 does partition the flow into those two categories plus pumped groundwater in Reach
13.

Response: Table A-1 has been revised to reflect data for 0.5 ft¥/sec of pumped groundwater, itemized
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as “minor sources’ in Table 6 in the Technica Support Document. There are no direct data
demondtrating how to partition the remaining flow between groundwater and urban non-storm runoff;
therefore, the partitioning was based on estimates. The urban non-storm runoff component was
estimated to be 2 ft3/sec for Reach 12 and 3 ft3/sec for Reach 13, using an andogy with data from
Reaches 9B and 11: Boyle Engineering (1987) found urban non-storm runoff to be about 2.7 ft 3/sec
for the entire Santa Rosa Vdley region. Visua assessment of aerid photos (Calleguas Creek
Watershed Management Plan) shows Reach 12 appears to include somewhat less acreage of urban
land use than Reaches 9 and 11, so 2 ft3/sec was sdlected; Reach 13 gppears to include somewhat
greater acreage of urban land use, so 3 ft¥/sec was selected. These are the best available estimates for

the necessary partition.

11.4. Carollo Engineers. Please darify the “ specified standard conditions’ in the statement,
“Regional Board staff made assumptions based on judgments about the most recent data,
the most robust data, and the data best represent the specified standard conditions.” ...
Please specify the “outlier” measurements taken on non-typical days that was excluded.

Response: The specified standard conditions for development of the mode are those described in
detail in Table A-1, in the Appendix to the Technica Support Document. The table includes a
summation of available data usad by the Regiona Board in its modd development, along with a citetion
of the source of the data. The table aso describes, for each assumption, the rationale used by Regiona
Board gtaff to make reasonable judgments about the best estimate of typica conditions in cases where
available data from separate sources conflict and where available data do not describe the conditions of
interest. In some cases the best available estimates were an average of available data computed by
Regiona Board gtaff. In afew cases those available data included outlier measurements, such as a data
point in the CCCS results which was collected during arain event, which were clearly not applicable to
describing routine, typica conditions in the watershed. Table A-1 includes a description of those
averages, including any decisons to exclude outliers and the rationde for those exclusons. An example
appears in the response to comment 111.18.

Data Age/Quality

[1.5. CWMD: How data used in the linkage modd is taken from USGS data reported for the
period 1979-83. Staff should have used more recent data for the same gauging stations,
collected by Ventura County Flood Control Digtrict (VCFCD).

Response: Regiona Board Staff €lected to rely on USGS data because of the accessibility for
downloading and manipulation of those data, as compared to the difficulty in manipulation of the datain
files supplied by VCFCD. If the more recent flow data were subgtantidly different from the USGS data
for the period 1979-1983, then the more recent data should be used, but Regiona Board Staff
concluded they were not subgtantialy different for the following reasons. Regiond Board steff
conducted gatistica tests using data for the Calleguas Creek gauging station (in Reach 3) collected by
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USGS in the period 1996-1998. The dtatistica anayses showed that flow data for that period had
datistics matching those for the period 1979-1983 at the same location, while changes in the flow
regime could be clearly seen for the periods 1968-75 and 1976-79 (and were also clearly different for
aperiod of drought in 1969-72). Based on that satistical test, Regiond Board staff found thet the
approximately 1,400 data points in the period 1979-83 were representative of flow characteristics that
perssted at least through 1996-98, and therefore were equally descriptive of present flow as the more
computationaly cumbersome data from Ventura County Flood Control Digtrict.

[11.6. CMWD: Table A-1 describes basis for flow and chloride concentration in Tapo Canyon
discharges using a study from Boyle Engineers (1987), and estimates the chloride
concentration at 150 mg/L. More recent data are available in the form of four data points (2
wet wesather, 2 dry weather) collected under a study by stakeholders funded by a grant
under section 205(j) of the Clean Water Act. Those samples average chloride
concentration was about 100mg/L.

Response: We recognize that the data used to characterize Tapo Canyon are not as recent as would
be preferred to forecast future conditions. The data from the Boyle study are dso limited in that they do
not differentiate sources between Reach 8 (Tapo Canyon) and the portion of Reach 7 upstream of the
Tapo Canyon confluence. However, estimates based on those data remain among the best available for
Reach 8, which is not well studied. Further data from Regiond Board monitoring, described in the
Technica Support Document, are sufficient to suggest that flow from the canyon does, at least on
occasion, contain chloride concentrations of 150 mg/L or greater during periods when non-storm
discharges dominate flow in the reach. Data from the 205(j) study are serioudly limited by absence of
flow information: it cannot be determined whether the data points were collected during storm runoff,
during very low flows, or during a period of Sngleimproper discharge of non-storm runoff such as lawn
watering or equipment wash water. The fact that two of these were collected during wet weather
suggests that average concentration measured in these four samples may have been reduced by the
presence of precipitation runoff, and may not represent typica low-flow conditionsin the reach. The
Boyle study provides more complete information, with estimates of low volume and chloride
concentration drawn from a period of many years; and the resulting estimate of 150 mg/L isamore
consarvative assumption.

11.7. CMWD: Water quality data on chloride concentration for urban ssormwater runoff were
taken from the nearby Ballona Creek watershed, as cited on page 36 of the Technical
Support Document. Data on stormwater quality are available from VCFCD for the
Calleguas Creek watershed, and should have been used instead of data from a nearby
watershed. Also, dry wesather data from the Ballona Creek watershed are used as the basis
for the estimated chloride concentration in urban non-storm runoff from urban land usesin
the Cdlleguas Creek watershed, while dry weather data exists for Calleguas Creek under a
study funded by Clean Water Act section 205()).
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Response: Table A-1 in the December 2001 draft document isincorrect in its description of urban
non-storm runoff, and has been changed pursuant to this comment. See aso response to comment
[11.1; Table A-1 has been extensively edited. The concentrations used in the mode are correctly
described in Table A-3, ranging from about 120 to 130 mg/L depending on the data available for dry
westher flow in the receiving reach. Data from the study funded by Clean Water Act section 205(j) are
from samples of stream flow during dry weather periods, which are not necessarily composed
completdy of urban non-storm runoff; they may aso contain flows such as groundwater discharges,
agriculturd drainage, and others. Those data are relevant but not definitive in describing urban non-
storm runoff. Chloride concentration in urban storm runoff was estimated using deta for the Balona
Creek watershed rather than Ventura County because the Ballona Creek data are assumed to better
represent urban land uses. The Ballona Creek catchment is more densaly developed and has a greater
percentage of urban land uses than the Ventura County catchment, which includes a subgtantia portion
of undeveloped and agricultura land. The Balona Creek data were used to incorporate into the model
esimates for chloride loads specifically from urban land uses, and the 20 mg/L number used in the
mode is more conservative than would be an estimate using data from the Ventura County storm
conveyance draining mixed land uses.

111.8. CMWD: Information cited in the Technica Support Document about agricultura
extractions, groundwater dischargers, and groundwater recharges in Congjo Creek reaches
is taken from a 1987 report. More recent information is available from the City of
Thousand Oaks, which has conducted a characterization study of the creek system and a
review of water rights.

Response: The agriculturd withdrawa information in the 1987 report cited was based on data
collected in collaboration with the City of Thousand Oaks and was represented as average conditions
consstent with a cdibrated ground and surface water modd. The later information, while more
extensve, was consdered less useful because 1) it was collected during variable and unspecified
surface flow conditions; 2) water qudity information was in many cases not associated with information
about extraction flow volume; and 3) groundwater withdrawals have been replaced by purchased water
and 1987 withdrawals may be more typica of actua agricultura demand if pumped water were of an
acceptable quality. Further, areview of the extraction data provided to the Regiona Board by
Thousand Oaks does not indicate an error in the quantities utilized for the modd of a sufficient
meagnitude to sgnificantly change the results.

[11.9. CMWD: CCCS datawere used by staff asinputs to the modd at three locations in the
waterbody, but data from sampling stations at other locations in the waterbody were not
used. Staff made errorsin use of CCCS data (summarized as comments 111.15. through
111.19.).

Response: Regiona Board Staff used best available datato make estimates of flow and chloride
concentration from al identified inflows to the waterbody, and for in-stream conditions at afew
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selected pointsin the waterbody where both flow and chloride concentration data existed in sufficient
data dengity to support model computations. Because of insufficient flow data about other locationsin
the waterbody, the mode was not capable of predicting flow or chloride concentration at other
locations, but instead used results for the key locations to be indicative of water qudity at other points.
CCCS data were used where applicable to assst in making estimates about inflow and about the
selected locations. Other CCCS data that did not assist in characterizing inflows or one of the key
locations were not used in the mode. In particular, CCCS datain many cases were limited to careful
measurements of chloride concentration, and were not accompanied by equally well-defined
messurements or estimates of flow &t the same location and time. Also, CCCS data were limited to
twelve data points; as discussed in response to comments [11.27. and 111.28. below, that is not
consdered sufficient dengity of data to support avalidation of the modd or Satigtica relationship
between variation in chloride concentration and variation in multiple environmental and anthropogenic
factors that affect chloride concentration. See also responses to comments 111.15. through 111.19.

[11.10. CMWD: Datafrom 1999 NPDES reports by POTWSs were used in the linkage model to
describe current characteristics of POTW discharges. POTWs in the watershed have
reported under NPDES for more than 20 years, so more than asingle year’ s data are
available. Regiona Board saff should have used data for alonger period to capture
variationsin chloride concentration with varying supply quaity, conservetion in the service
area, use of water softeners, and others.

Carollo Engineers: The current concentrations of chloride reported for the POTW
discharges are based on 1999 data and are significantly different than the data from recent
years. Oneyear’ sworth of datais not representative of dl conditions. Chloride
concentretions in the influent and effluent vary from year.

Response: Data used were for the most recent complete caender year for which data were available
a thetime of theinitid draft TMDL Staff Report and the beginning of the review process by Regiond
Board, State Board, and USEPA personnd. The most recent information is believed to be the best
indicator because severd key factors, such asincreases in chloride load with expanding use of sdlf-
regenerative water softenersin homes, are known to have increased with time, so that averaging data
over alonger period would produce aless accurate estimate of anticipated future conditions than use of
most recent data. There is no information to suggest that 1999 was an atypical year in terms of drought,
water supply sources, or other characterigtics.

.11 CMWD: Table A-1 lists discharges from Ventura County WWTP (Moorpark) in Reach
7, upstream of Hitch Road; that isincorrect. Table A-3 correctly lists the same discharge in
Reach 6.

Response: Table A-1 has been revised to show discharge from Moorpark POTW to be in Reach 6.
See a so response to comment 111.1.
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1.12. CMWD: TablesA-1 and A-3 list dewatering wells operated by the city of Simi Vdley
downstream of Madera Road. Six dewatering wells are operated, and al discharge
upstream of the listed location, between Madera Road and First Street.

Response: Tables A-1 and A-3 have been revised to show the pumped groundwater dischargesto be
upstream of the USGS gauge a Madera Road, and the model has been adjusted accordingly. The
mode adjustments resulted in some changes to the calculated WLAs and LAs specified in the

proposed TMDL, which have been incorporated into the much larger changes that have arisen asa
result of the change in the numeric target to meet the current WQO of 150 mg/L rather than the
proposed revised WQO of 110 mg/L.

111.13. CMWD: Table A-1 lists a control point as describing joint flow from the North and South
Forks of Congo Creek (Reaches 12 and 13), upstream of any influence from Hill Canyon
POTW; no such point physicdly exists because the Hill Canyon POTW discharges into
Reach 12 upstream of its confluence with Reach 13.

Response: Such acontral point wasinitidly envisoned as describing flow outside the influence of any
POTW discharge, but was not ultimately used in the modd. Table A-3 is correct in omitting this control
point. See aso response to comment 111.1: Table A-1 has been extensively revised.

111.14. CMWD: Table A-3lists a control point for the modd as the USGS gauge for Congo
Creek, and locates that point in Reach 10 upstream of the confluence with Arroyo Santa
Rosa. The correct location of that gauge is a highway 101, several miles downsiream of the
confluence with Arroyo Santa Rosa.

Response: See response to comment 111.23.: USGS information describes the location of this gauging
dtation as about 2.5 miles upstream of US route 101. However, Regiond Board Staff agrees that the
location is actudly downstream of the confluence with Arroyo Santa Rosa The model, as described in
table A-3, places the control point (at the USGS gauge) as downstream of the Arroyo Sant Rosa
confluence and other inflows, withdrawas, and recharges in the Santa Rosa Valley, but upstream of the
inflows, discharges, and withdrawasin Reach 9B. That is correct, and the mathematical relaionshipsin
the modd follow that placement. However, the table incorrectly described the gauge to be placed in
Reach 10 rather than the upstream portion of Reach 9B. Table A-3 has been revised to show the
correct placement of the gauge.

[11.15. CMWD: Table A-1 uses data from three stations of the CCCS to compare model results
to water qudity. Staff made errorsin the use of CCCS datain dl three cases (summarized
in comments I11.15. through 111.19.).

Response: Table A-1 does not compare mode results to water qudity data. Rather, it summarizes
water quaity (and flow) data available to the Regiona Board, and describes the rationale and
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assumptions used by Regiond Board staff in sdecting best-estimate vaues for chloride concentration
and volume flow, both in the waterbody and in discharges to the waterbody. These data selected by
Regiond Board staff were used in developing the mass balance modd for typica conditions. The
errors referenced in the comments have been corrected in the final TSD, as described in detall in
responses to comments111.16, 111.17, and [11.18.

111.16. CMWD: Staff error in use of CCCS data: Table A-1 lists data from Station 10 under
North Fork Congjo Creek (Reach 12), but Station 10 |ocation was downstream of the
confluence of North and South Forks. No CCCS station collected samples from Reach 12.

Response: The Table A-1 listing was intended to show Station 10 data as the best available data for
Reach 12, because it includes flow from Reach 12 dong with other flows, and because no other data
directly address Reach 12. That assumption was in error because Station 10 data are influenced by
discharges from the Hill Canyon POTW. Thereis no actua datafor chloride concentration and flow in
Reach 12 upstream of the Hill Canyon POTW discharge, so Regiona Board staff revised Tables A-1
and A-3 using best professiona judgment about characteristics of Reach 12.

11.17. CMWD: Steff error in use of CCCS data: Table A-1 uses Station 9 to describe Reach 13,
and ligts correct chloride concentration average but incorrect flow volume average.

Response: Station 9 data were used in Table A-1 and Table A-3 to describe chloride concentration
for Reach 13. Station 9 data were not used to describe flow for reach13, because the CCCS measured
or estimated flow at Station 9 on only twelve occasions. The flow listed under Reach 13 in Table A-1,
15 ft3/sec, is taken from Boyle Engineering (1987); thet is the meaning of the notation “As above’ in
Table A-1. Regiona Board Staff recognize that the flow of 15 ft8/sec describes flow downstream of the
confluence with Reach 13, induding discharge from the Hill Canyon POTW, that is the meaning of the
notation “(part)” in Table A-1, and the reason the best estimate in the right-hand column for flow from
Reach 13 is 5 ft¥/sec rather than 15 ft¥/sec. The table is meant to show that the best available flow data
for reach 13 isthe rdlevant but not definitive, measurement of 15 ft¥%sec downstream of the confluence
of Reach 12. No error was made, but we acknowledge that the table was unclear. Table A-1 has been
extensvely revised, per response to comment 111.1.

111.18. CMWD: Steff error in use of CCCS data: Table A-1 uses flow and water quality data
from Station 4 to describe conditionsin Arroyo Smi at Madera Road, but Station 1 is
located at Madera Road.

Response: Table A-1 has been revised to reflect the comment. The table entry of 145 mg/L for
chloride concentration at Madera Road has been corrected to 150 mg/L, which is derived from Station
1 datarather than Station 4 data. The average of 12 CCCS measurements at Station 1 is141.8 mg/L,
using data from the July 2000 draft CCCS report, the latest draft that has been supplied to the Regiona
Boards, submitted by the Participating Agencies on February 11, 2002. Regiona Board staff selected
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150 mg/L asthe best available information by computing an outlier of 50.8 mg/L reported in the April
sample. (That sampleis shown to have been collected on April 8, 2000, in Appendix A of July 2000
draft CCCS report, but is assumed to be the April 1999 sample cited in comment 111.28.). The
computed average is 150.1 mg/L, rounded to 150 mg/L.. Flow data from the 12 CCCS samplesis
disregarded, because some flow data occurred during or shortly after rain events, and the average does
not represent typical conditions at the Madera Road location.

111.19. CMWD: TMDL Staff Report contains errorsin Table 5, page 13: CCCS Station 9 is
located on the South Fork of Conegjo Creek, reach 13; average chloride concentration in
samples from Station 10 was 140 mg/L, hot 150 mg/L.

Response: Table 5 has been revised to reflect the comment.

111.20. CMWD: The modd used in the TMDL Staff Report and Technica Support Document
assumes no agricultural inputs to the stream system. Recent studies have identified multiple
agricultura discharges; those sudies include the CCCS; asmilar study funded under Clean
Water Act section 205(j); and efforts by the City of Thousand Oaks and the Calleguas
Municipad Water Didrict.

The Agencies. One reason given by the gaff for not congidering irrigation returnsis that
agricultural operators apply the minimum acceptable amount of water... Calleguas
Municipa Water Didtrict has provided photographs taken by its staff showing substantia
runoff from severd agricultural operationsin the Las Posas Vdley.

Response: We agree that surface discharges from agriculturd fields exist. The linkage modd as
gpplied in the TMDL and Technical Support Document does incorporate inputs from agricultura
activities into the stream system, in the form of high chloride concentration in pumped groundwater and
spontaneous groundwater discharged at a number of locations. Many discharges from agricultura usage
take the form of groundwater seepage rather than direct surface flows. Direct surface water discharges
from agriculturad land uses are sporadic, dispersed, irregular, highly variable in timing and flow volume,
and incompletely quantified, despite the best efforts of recent studies by severa stakeholders. In the
long run, Regiond Board staff expect the volume of these direct discharges to be smdl in comparison to
the volume of other sources, in particular groundwater discharges. The maximum surface runoff to the
stream occurs during rain and flood conditions, when the waterbody is not impaired for chloride. Dry
westher agricultura runoff has avery high percolation rate, and while exceptions may be identified, was
not expected to congtitute as large aload to the stream asit is to groundwater. Regiona Board Staff
elected to attribute al such discharges to groundwater rather than attempt to quantify surface water
discharges. Therefore inputs to the modd do not identify or quantity surface agriculturd drainagein
most parts of the watershed. (The only exception is an item in Reach 3, estimating direct return flow
from asmdl number of fidds with known tile drain sysems.)) Discharges subject to the proposed
WLASsinclude not only fields with known tile drains represented by one linein Reach 3 in the mode,
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but dl agriculturd land uses and any surface water discharge from those locations.

[11.21. CMWD: Statement on page 27 of the Staff Report for the TMDL isincorrect: “impact of
agriculture on shalow, confined aquifers appears to be amore locaized problem, and
correcting that problem will not solve the watershed wide trend in increasing chloride
concentrations in Calleguas Creek.”

Carollo Engineers. For the groundwater quality conditions, there appears to be no data
and gatistica andysis to support the claim that “in many parts of the watershed, the
concentration of chloride in the surface water is strongly affected by, if not identicd to, the
concentration in adjacent or contiguous shalow aguifers.”

Response: The specific statement referred to in the comment addresses one particular subset of
groundwater resource in the watershed: shalow, confined aquifers. The degree of hydrologica
connection between shalow and deep aquifers varieswidely over the watershed.  The shallow,
confined aquifers referred to in this Satement are contrasted with two other types of aquifer: deep,
confined aguifers of large ared extent, where groundwater resources are of great importance to water
supply in the watershed; and shdlow unconfined aquifers, many of which arein direct communication
with surface water and therefore receive chloride from surface water and convey chloride to agricultura
users who make use of those aquifers. The statement is meant to convey that the specific problem of
shdlow unconfined aguifersis not within the scope of this TMDL, is not likely to be solved by
improvements of surface water qudity, and is not likdly to affect surface water qudity since these
aquifers are not hydraulically connected to the waterbody

11.22. CMWD: Commentor applied amode developed by Larry Walker Associates (LWA) for
flow and concentration of nutrients in the Calleguas Creek system to predict concentration
of chloride. Results for LWA modd are tabulated aongside flow and concentration from
the RWQCB model presented in the TMDL Staff Report. The model uses flow data from
Ventura County Flood Control District and chloride concentrations form the CCCS study.

Response: Tabulated results of the LWA mode presented by the commentor differ from results of the
RWQCB mode presented in the TMDL Staff Report and Technica Support Document. The
commentor does not document input data or assumptions used in the model runs, so we cannot
determine whether the results presented by commentor differ because of mode structure or differing
input data. The TMDL Staff Report is based on modd results for maximum non-storm flow,
concentration derived from multiple references, and input flow volumes and chloride concentrations
derived from Regiona Board staff’s best judgment about how those sources may be expected to
change under specified critical conditions. Those assumptions are documented in detail in the Technica
Support Document. Absent equivalent documentation, we cannot comment on the vdidity of the
commentor’ s results compared to the RWQCB modd results.
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111.23. CMWD: The maps used throughout the report do not accurately depict the locations of
the USGS gauge Congjo Creek at Highway 101 or the division between Reaches 6 and 7.

Response: The correct location for the upstream end of Reach 6 is described in the Table 1 of the
TMDL as Hitch Road, immediately upstream of the Ventura County WWTP a Moorpark. The maps
used in the TMDL and Technica Support Document incorrectly show the reach’ s upstream end about
4 milestoo far upstream, upstream of the Route 23 overpass. The Regiond Board isin the process of
revisng the maps for use in the Technical Support Document, but the correction has not yet been made
on the maps incorporated in the USEPA document.

The correct location of Congjo Creek USGS gauge, number 11106400, is shown on the USGS web
ste, URL http://water.usgs.gov/nwis/nwismap/2dt_no=11106400& agency _cd=USGS. The USGS
map shows the gauging station about 2.5 miles upstream of the US route 101 overpass a
approximately the location shown on the maps in the TMDL and the Technicad Support Document. The
divison between Reaches 9A and 9B is approximately at the US Route 101 overpass.

[11.24. CMWD: Discusson in Technica Support Document of effects of drought on chloride
loads to the watershed (page 3 and esewhere) isincorrect in suggesting increased volume
of imported water isamaor factor in adding loads from POTWSs. The report should
ingtead recognize the mgjor factor isincreased chloride concentration in imported water at
times of statewide drought, because volume of imported water is high even in non-drought
periods.

Response: We recognize the Technica Support Document fails to recognize the magnitude of water
importation during non-drought periods. Changes have been made to reflect this emphasisin the fina
TSD. Reports by agriculturd users document an increase in importation during periods of low rainfal in
the watershed, and aso document a decreased availability of loca water supplies. Those reports also
document an increase in chloride concentration in imported water during periods of statewide drought,
which commonly coincide with periods of low rainfal in the watershed. Both conditions contribute to an
increase in the load of chloride in imported water during periods of drought.

111.25. CMWD: Technica Support Document on p. 14 states the combined flow from Reaches
12 and13 is approximately equal to that of the larger POTWSsin the watershed.
Commentor states the flow from these two forks is about 6 to 8 cfs, or about haf that of
the larger POTWsin the watershed.

Response: The modd inputs estimate flow from Reaches 12 and 13 combined to be about 10 ft¥/sec
under critica condition (maximum non-storm flow), and about 5 ft3/sec under typica conditions.
Estimated average daily discharge from the two largest POTWSsin the watershed is about 15.2 ft8/sec
from Hill Canyon and about 14.1 ft3/sec from Simi Valey. The word “haf” has been added to the
gtatement on p.14. The imprecision in the description on p.14 does not affect caculations or analyses
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dsawhere in the document.

111.26. CMWD: Intechnica Support Document, equation on p.20 ( describing the staff’s model
for caculating concentration in areach using data on volume and chloride concentration of
inflows and volume of outflows) is presented incorrectly.

Response: Parentheses have been added to the equation on p.20 to accurately reflect the
mathematical description of the modd’ s calculation method.

111.27. CMWD: Statement in the Technica Support Document, p.40, that the linkage modd was
not vaidated is not clear asto whether existing water quality concentrations at the control
points were compared to the modd results, or if only modeled flows were compared to
exiging flow information.

Response: Absence of vdidation isintended to mean that existing water quaity concentrations at the
control points were not compared to the mode results. That validation was not considered viable
because data on chloride concentration at the control points are not available in the kind of density that
would alow the modd results to be compared to chloride concentration under the two critica
conditions (maximum non -storm flow and immediate post-drought periods). How for those conditions
isdefined using at least four years of mean daily discharge data, or at least 1,460 data points. Chloride
concentration was measured in 12 samplesin the CCCS, and at other times under the auspices of
various watershed studies and monitoring efforts; but these data points are not sufficiently numerous,
and are not sufficiently paired with data on discharge and other environmenta conditions, asto alow
reliable estimates of concentration during the critical conditions of interest of estimates of how
concentration changes with characteristics such as discharge volume, season, depth to water table,
antecedent dry period, and other factors that would affect the concentration. The modd results were
not compared to estimated chloride concentrations at the control points, because chloride
concentrations under target conditions could not be rdligbly estimated.

111.28. CMWD: Statement in the technica Support Document, p.42, that the differencein
chloride concentrations identified in the CCCS samplesis not readily explained, falsto
account for rain events known to occur during the April 7, 1999 sample and during or soon
after the December 2, 1998 and June 2, 1998 samples.

Response: We acknowledge that Regiond Board Staff overlooked the relationship of low-
concentration data points CCCS data with the stated rain events. Regiona Board staff did not find
discussion of those rain events in the CCCS report and did not research precipitation eventsin

ng the CCCS data. There is little doubt that chloride concentration may be expected to vary with
recentness of rainfal in the watershed, as with many other factors. However, there isinadequate data
on thisfactor to jutify adjusting the modd.
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The point of this section in the TMDL wasto explain that Regiona Board staff made use of the
functiond modd to predict flow rather than using historical data because there was insufficient density
of datato develop ahistorica model relating chloride concentration to variation in awide range of
factors including in-stream flow volume; seasond fluctuations in factors such as water table depth,
evgporation rate, and soil moisture; long-term fluctuations in Smilar factors caused by drought, annua
average temperature, runoff characterigtics of the watershed, and other environmentd trends, daily and
diurnd fluctuations in POTW discharge volume and chloride concentration; and many other factors.

We stand behind the finding that data on chloride concentration and on these many other factors are not
aufficiently detailed that we could develop a modd predicting response of chloride concentration to
these variable. CCCS data consists of twelve data points, one per month for twelve-month period, and
do not condtitute the dengity of data that would support amode that could predict chloride density with
variation of these factors. We concluded that the mathematically smple, mass-balance, functiona model
isthe greatest predictive detail justified by the current Sate of data availability.

Linkage Analysis

111.29. Caroallo Engineers: The linkage andyss is fundamentaly flawed because it does not link
wastewater discharges to resulting groundwater conditions. In order to establish that
linkage, three analyses must be completed. Firgt the average chloride in the stream flow
recharge must be determined. The average chloride must be determined not only for
exigting conditions but dso for the implementation of the proposed TMDL.. Second, the
chloride budget for the groundwater basin must be developed for existing conditions and for
the implementation of the proposed TMDL. Third, results of the preceding analyses must
be used to determine whether aparticular TMDL alocation will produce the desired result.
The linkage analysis described in the staff report does (not) complete any of these steps.

Carollo Engineers. The data set used to demondtrate the stream flow quality hasto be
consgtent. Unless factors such as location of the sampling point with respect to the non-
point source (such as agriculturd drains) is conddered in adatidicd andysis, the andysisis
unreliable, and not representative of actual conditions.

Carollo Engineers: The gaff report contains amathematical description that addresses an
element of the overdl hydrologic system, but that description isincomplete, and therefore
insufficient for decision making.

The Agencies: The discusson of the surface water quality conditions does not include the
weether conditions at the time of sampling. Rain and run-off from rainstorms directly affect
the data results.

Carollo Engineers. Stream flow impacts on groundwater quaity depend not on a
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“critical” period but the overdl stream flow regimen. Correpondingly, the resulting
groundwater quaity depends not only on low stream flows but aso on medium and high
dream flows. Ultimately, the stream flow impact on groundwater quaity depends on the
average chloride concentration within the stream flow recharge to a groundwater basin.
With respect to the stream flow recharge, the significance of a particular load to a stream
depends on how that load impacts the chloride regimen of the stream flow recharge.
Groundwater impacts cannot be assessed by smply tabulating the stream flows, or the
chloride loads to a stream.

Carallo Engineers: In the absence of irrigation with groundwater, groundweter discharge
from a groundwater basin transports chloride from the groundwater basin, which represents
achloride mass discharge. With the occurrences of irrigation with groundwater, the
previous discharge from the groundwater basin is reduced, and the chloride mass discharge
from the groundwater basin is reduced. Correspondingly, the groundwater chloride
concentrations increase. The reduced chloride outflow impacts the groundwater basin
exactly as an increased chloride inflow. Therefore, even though the chloride in pumped
groundwater returns to the groundwater system, the consumptive use of the pumped
groundwater creates a negative imbaance in the chloride budget. This effect is not
considered.

Carallo Engineers: The amplistic method used to caculate urban runoff is not sufficient or
congstent with the level of other source estimates. There is no discussion of permesbility
factors, or the standard runoff coefficients as is common modeling practice for watershed
runoff models, such as HSPF.

Response: The linkage analysis and allocation sections of the TMDL have been expanded to more
clearly explain the sepsin our andyss. The linkage modd, like dl models, makes smplifying
assumptions and represents redlity only to a certain degree. The modd is sufficiently complete and
detailed to project a reasonable approximation of actual chloride sources, transport, in-stream
concentrations, and responses to some important variations in conditions. The current best available
information about the watershed is limited, as are the current best understandings of exact physica
mechanisms of chloride transport, source activities, and responses to complex variaionsin multiple
environmenta and anthropogenic conditions. More detailed models could be congtructed, but these
would require either more detailed assumptions which are not supported by available data, or lengthy
and resource-intensive collection of field deta. It is not clear that such a more-detailed model would
add information necessary to the TMDL decision or remove the uncertainties associated with necessary
assumptions. The smplifying assumptions of the modd applied in the Saff report are reasonable and
aufficient to prepare a reasonable estimate of the linkage of sources to in-stream conditions.

111.30. Carallo Engineers: Thereisan internd inconggtency in the linkage modd. The Table A-2
dtates that under routine critical conditions, the concentration of al sources should be
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assumed identical to standard conditions. Y et, the assumptions for the linkage model
condgtently assumes a different concentration than that outlined in Table A-1A. Flows are
different. According to Table A-2, the flows from non-POTW sources are assumed at
maximum athough the flows are sometimes the same, lower, or higher than the assumed
vaue. The RWQCB made assumptions about flow and chloride loads where adequate data
were not available. Again, amore ddiberate anaysis would alow time for necessary
monitoring and moddling to be conducted to gain a better understanding of the chloride
flows and loads in the watershed.

Response: Theverson of Table A-1 included in the December 2001 draft release was incorrect. A
subgtantialy revised verson of Table A-1 isincluded in the revised TMDL. The table now isinternaly
consistent with information used to prepare Tables A-3, A-4, and A-5; and Table A-2 accurately
describes the logic and assumptions used to extrapolate from conditions presented in the revised Table
A-1to conditions of interest in Tables A-3, A-4, and A-5. Pursuant to the consent decree, this TMDL
must be established by March 22, 2002. Future modedling and monitoring may make revison of the
TMDL appropriate in the future.

111.31. Carollo Engineers. The modd was not verified for chloride massloading, as sated in the
report. Therefore, it should be stated that only flows were fidd verified (from alimited
data set).

Response: EPA has revised the find TMDL to reflect this commentt.

111.32. Carollo Engineers. There are sgnificant (consarvative) assumptions made in the Satigtica
andysis used to determine the maximum non-sorm flow. Yet, in the Technica Support
Document page A-3, it is gtated that the maximum non-storm flow used for the Congjo
Creek location has been adjusted downward from 23 cfs, to 20 cfs. Thisis an unexplained
downward adjustment in stream flow of 15%.

Response: Asexplained in the TSD, this adjustment both compensates for the dight uncertainty in
selecting the point of curvature, and improves the consistency of the flow assumption with other data
and assumptions about discharges and withdrawasin that area of the waterbody.

111.33 Carollo Engineers. The mode assumes immediate and complete mixing of dl inputs within
each stream reach. What are the lengths of stream reach used for each of these separate
discretized sections?

Response: The lengths of the stream reaches are described in Figure 1 and Table 1. The reaches
have been defined differently than in the current Basin Plan to better represent uniformity of flow
conditions, land uses, pollutant source types, and other characterigtics, though that uniformity remains
imperfect. Assumed congtant chloride concentration within these reaches is another smplifying

Page 40 of 47



assumption for the linkage modd.

Tiledrain source

111.34 Caroallo Engineers. We disagree with the assumption that the chloride mass loading to
groundwater basins due to irrigation practices not be considered as a source. The
movement of chloride from agricultural usesinto thetile drains (and into the groundwater
basins) must be considered a source of chloride, and the water balance must aso show a
constant withdraw due to evapotransporation.

Response: see response to comment 11.E. The movement of chloride from the tile drainsis consdered
asasource of chloride in the TMDL (see Reach 3, downstream of the City of Camarillo). However,
other identified direct discharges of agricultura runoff are sporadic, dispersed, and irregular. Since
during dry wesather agricultura irrigation has avery high percolation rete, direct discharges of irrigation
to the surface water is smal in volume and contribute much less load than indirect discharges via
groundwater. The mass loading to surface water as aresult of agriculturd irrigation is reflected indirectly
in the modd, in the form of chloride loads from groundwater discharges, which incorporates loads from
al sources to the groundwater. The specific loads to groundwater were not estimated separately for the
purpose of the TMDL. Insteed, the total load from groundwater discharges was used to estimate the
assimilative capacity remaining in surface water for purposes of alocating loads among dischargersin a
way that would not exceed the assimilative capacity and cause exceedances of the WQOs.

Fertilizer Impact

111.35. Carollo Engineers: Agriculturd irrigation adds chloride due to leaching of chlorides from
the San Pedro formation, and through applied fertilizers. This source should be considered
asaload, in addition to the staff report’s characterization of load from agriculturd practices
as the concentrating effect of agriculturd irrigation on the groundwater (and surface waters)
due to the loss of dilution water through evapotrangpiration.

Carollo Engineers: There are no data that support the assumption that the application of
water for irrigation does not add chlorides to the resdud water from fertilizer, applied
pesticides or topsoils with which the water comes in contact.

Response: Chloride load from fertilizers gpplied throughout the watershed is found to be very smal
compared to other sources of chloride, and is therefore neglected in the source andysis and the linkage
model. Load from naturaly occurring sourcesis incorporated in the load from groundwater discharges,
which is used in caculaing the remaining assimilative capacity of the surface water when dlocating
loads among other discharges.

Data Source
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111.36

The Agencies: The chloride concentration levels listed in Table 7 stoo low. Surface
water in the Reach 12 is 200-250 mg/L and the Reach 13is165-180 mg/L. The
information regarding Hill Canyon POTW isinaccurate. The current discharge quantity is
17.5 cfs. The effluent chloride concentration range between 133-147 mg/L which equas
12,186-13,469 Ib/day. The assumed current flow for the Camarillo WWTP is not
accurate. Over the past few years, plan flow has averaged 3.6 mgd. Flow diverted for
irrigation has averaged 1.3 mgd during the same period. Irrigation is, however, a seasond
use. For severd weeks each year the full plan flow is discharged to the creek. The
caculation done by the saff should recognize the differing flow regimes during theirrigation
and non-irrigation season

The Agencies. For Camrosa WWTP in Reach 3, the report assigned aflow rate of 2.3
cfs (an equivdent of 1.5 mgd, the current capacity of the Camrosa Plant). The chloride
concentration assigned is 250 ppm. Camrosais currently treating 1.35 mgd. A portion of
the effluent has been recycled asirrigation water for the past 20 years. Records
demongtrate that only about 0.8 cfs or 600 acre-feet per year is percolated in the Camrosa
Ponds. Average chloride levels from 1998 to date have been 185 ppm. Because Camrosa
recycles effluent for irrigation, its contribution to streamflow groundwater recharge is
minima. As noted above, of the 2.3 cfs cited by the Regiond Board, only 0.8 cfson
averageis atributed to Camrosa. Treatment by Camrosaof al 0.8 cfs would reduce the
total load to the stream by 8601 bs.

Response: We stand by our estimate as the best available information. We regard the data used for
the one recent period (1999) asagood prediction of future conditions. The use of the 0.8 cfswill be
an underestimate because the plant may in the future elect to increaseits flow up to its current capacity
of 2.3 cfs. It isacommon engineering practice to estimate source loadings based on the current
information on the plant capacity. The calculated concentration-based WLA presented in the TMDL
remains appropriate because that is the concentration predicted to influence groundwater dischargesin
that reach to aitain the concentration that the linkage modd predicts will attain the WQO in the
recelving water. If the estimate of current conditionsis higher than the actud loadings, then the WLA
will be more easly attained, since there is actudly less chloride to remove than the current estimates.

111.37.

The Agencies: No sourceisgiven for the assertion that thereisat least a2 cfs
groundwaeter discharge in the vicinity of the Camrosa ponds. It would be useful to know
the source in evauating the relative flow contributions of the groundwater, open space
discharge, and percolation from the Camrosa ponds. There is a stream that drains the
canyon east of the Camrosa ponds that enters the Calleguas Creek in the space between
the Camrosa ponds. The “1998 Annua Groundwater Monitoring Report, Final Findings
from 2-year basdline Study,” found highly mineralized water upgradient from the Camrosa
Water Didrict with aflow gradient toward the creek. Thereisasubstantial area of open
space east of Calleguas Creek that drains to the Creek.
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The Agencies: The characterization of Reach 3 identifies a groundwater beneficia use,
but Figure 2 in the TSD shows this as areach of groundwater discharge to the creek. The
risng groundwater contributes to the flow in this reach, thus suggesting that groundweter
recharge is not taking place. Risng groundwater is further substantiated in Tables 7 and 8
for the creek system in reaches 3, 9A and 9B in both the “Critical Condition” and in the
“Drought Condition” scenarios. Discharges to the creek would not contribute to
groundwater recharge in the conditions of risng groundwater.

The Agencies: The characterization of Reach 3 identifies a groundwater beneficid use,
but Figure 2 in the TSD shows this as areach of groundwater discharge to the creek. The
risng groundwater contributes to the flow in this reach, thus suggesting that groundweter
recharge is not taking place. Risng groundwater is further substantiated in Tables 7 and 8
for the creek system in reaches 3, 9A and 9B in both the “Critical Condition” and in the
“Drought Condition” scenarios. Discharges to the creek would not contribute to
groundwater recharge in the conditions of risng groundwater.

Response: Because the Camrosa WWRF effluent is directly discharged to percolation pondsin an
areawith risng groundwater, it is assumed to rapidly enter stream channd, in the same quantity and
with the same chemical characteristics asfadility effluent. The Bachman study shows that risng
groundwater is directly associated with the surface water discharge in the Calleguas Creek watershed.

Groundwater Pumping

111.38. The Agencies. Very little groundwater pumping for discharge in Arroyo Congjo occursin
Reach 13. The Agencies suspect inaccuracies exist in the database for groundwater quaity
and that the data should be verified.

The Agencies: Northrop is not discharging into Reach 13 sinceit is not able to meet
WQOs. Itisaso unclear from the saff report how the mass load informetion in the table
was derived.

Response: Thetota volume by the groundwater pumping in Reach 13 is not conddered alarge
volume (427 Ib/day annud average) in comparison to other sources. However, datain the current
Regiond Board database shows the groundwater pumping is an ongoing activity in Reach 13. The
Regiond Board estimated future discharge volumes based on volumes specified in current NPDES
permits, and estimated future loads based on most recent available concentration data for those
discharges as measured and reported by the dischargers in accordance with their NPDES permits. If
the Northrop discharge is not currently present, then that discharge isin effect complying with the WLA
for minor dischargers and not contributing to the chloride load in the waterbody. The mass of chloride
load from this source is smal compared to other sources, and including it in the mass balance model has
anegligible effect on the WLAS assigned to other dischargers.
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111.39. The Agencies: The staff report makes conclusory statements and does not provide
supporting documentetion for particular crops grown or their locations.

Response: Thereis support of the crops grown and their associated locations. The gppendices of the
Regiond Board' s proposed revision of reach definitions and the chloride water quaity objectives
document included surveys of crops grown in the Calleguas Creek submitted by the Calleguas
Municipa Water Didrict. The surveys indicated the locations of the crops and types of crops growing
in the watershed.

Groundwater Assessment and Natural Sour ces of Chloride

111.40. Carollo Engineers: The TMDL does not attempt to identify the source of increased
groundwater chloride. The importance of a particular source can be evauated only by
congtructing chloride budgets for the groundwater basins.

Response: Control of chloride in groundwater is not the purpose of the TMDL, which is designed to
attain WQOs for chloride in surface water. The source of the increased groundwater chlorideis not
relevant to the andlysis for this TMDL. The linkage andlysis incorporates load to the surface water from
groundwater discharge, and the WLAS are alocated based on the assmilative capacity for chloridein
the waterbody, which isin turn affected by the presence of the load from groundwater discharges.

111.41. Carollo Engineers: The increased groundwater chloride in deeper aguifers within the Las
Posas Basin has been associated with a groundwater-leve rise. The chloride increase
results from the incorporation into the rising groundwater of irrigation returns within the
previoudy unsaturated zone.

Response: ThisTMDL isdesgned to remove the impairment of surface water in the Caleguas Creek
system. Anaysis of the sources of |oads to groundwater, and actions to address impairment of
groundwater, are beyond the scope of this TMDL. The load of chloride from groundwater to surface
water isincorporated in the form of groundwater discharges to the surface water in various parts of the

waterbody.

111.42. The Agencies: Thetext in the Trested Municipal Wastewater sectioninthe TSD is
ambiguous as to whether the description of impairment is describing the effects of the
Camrosa WRF or the Moorpark facility. Assuming the report is describing the areaaround
the Camrosa water storage ponds, the background shalow chloride concentrations are
sgnificantly higher (see Woodward-Clyde Consultants, “Perched Zone Study for a Portion
of the Pleasant Vdley Groundwater Basin,” July 1997, Figure 16). Thetext aso purports
that there isheavy use of aquifers, whereas the Woodward-Clyde study cited above shows
relatively few wdlsin the area affected by shalow groundwater. Thereis extensve use of
the deeper confined aguifersthat are not influenced by the surface and perched zones. The
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Woodward-Clyde study notes that the low aquifer systems are not present east to the
Bailey fault in the vicinity of the Camrosa water storage ponds.

Response: The discussion of impairment refers to shdlow aguifersin the vicinity of the Moorpark
discharge, which have been documented as being used for agricultura irrigation supplies and as being
impaired for that use. The effects of discharge from the percolation pondsin the vicinity of the Camrosa
plant isto contribute chloride to groundwater in that vicinity, thus contributing to the chloride load in
groundwater discharges to the waterbody.

Erosion

111.43. Carollo Engineers: The avocado growers have placed lands with a higher risk of erosion
into production. It islikely that increasing irrigated crop coverage on the higher erosion risk
lands has increased soil eroson. The increasing soil oss, from the sedimentary rock
derived soils (approximately 90% of the Calleguas ares), is an additiona source of chloride
contamination to theregion. Asagenerd rule, sedimentary rocks contain from 150 to 200
ppm chloride, mogt of which will go into solution when the soil is eroded. On these upland
Sites, soil loss of 1 to 2 tons per acre per year is acceptable as“normal” geologic process.
The RWQCB andysis does not take this added source into consideration in either the
storm runoff or urban runoff contributions.

Response: Presence of chloride at 150 to 200 ppm in rocks and/or soil does not imply the chloride
will enter solution at the same concentration. Commonly alarge volume of water is required to dissolve
chloride and other substances bound with sedimentary rocks, and the concentration of chloride in runoff
from those rocks is much lower than the concentration in the rock itsalf. The load described hereis not
expected to be large during typical flow conditions, compared to the chloride loads from other
identified sources. Sediment load and dissolution of rocks is much lower during non-storm conditions,
the critical conditionsidentified for this TMDL, than during storm conditions, which have been identified
as not impaired for chloride in the waterbodly.

Drought condition

111.44. Carollo Engineers. Thetotd of dl of the chloride mass |loadings for the drought conditions
are greater than the total mass loadings for the criticd “typicd low-flow” conditions. Thisis
physicaly impossible, as there are no additiona sgnificant sources of chloride loading
during a drought, only reductionsin flow.

Response: One additiona source of chloride load during drought conditionsis an increase in chloride
concentration, and mass, in domestic water imported by purveyorsin the watershed and eventually
discharged to the waterbody via the POTWs. Another effect that produces atemporary increasein
mass discharged is caused by the mechanisms that describe post-drought conditions (which isthe

Page 45 of 47



critical condition used to set WLASs for drought periods; the critical period for drought conditions
actudly occursin the portion of thet period immediately following the drought.) During drought
conditions, the shalow and deep aquifers undergo an increase in chloride concentration, caused by
reduced recharge of fresh water while concentrating activities such as irrigation continue. Spontaneous
discharges of groundwater disappear as the water table falls, and pumped discharges decline or
disappear because the water table falsto an eevation where there is no need to pump for de-watering.
Then, in the period immediately following the drought, recharge begins and the water table may riseto
the point where spontaneous discharges regppear. During at least some days of the post-drought
period, it is possible for maximum non-storm flow to occur, when both the pumped and the
gpontaneous those discharges are at a maximum, egqua in volume to the discharges during routine
critical conditions. However, the chloride concentration of those discharges is gregter than during
routine critical conditions, because for some period of time the groundwater remains a an eevated
chloride concentration as aresult of effects of the drought. For that period of time, the conditions are
critica for chloride concentration, and the drought WLAS are designed to attain WQOs during the
post-drought critical conditions.

[11.45 The Agencies: The staff report defines drought critical conditions but does not indicate
whereranfal is measured. The saff needs to take into account that much of the much of
the water delivered to the urban areas within the Caleguas Creek watershed isimported.
Drought conditions in northern Cdiforniawill influence the chloride levels in the water
imported into the watershed, even though drought conditions may not exist within the
Calleguas Creek watershed.

Response: The TSD describes the definition of drought to include measurement of the rainfdl at the
Camarillo Airport. The TSD has been revised to include a description of the rationale behind selection
of locd, rather than statewide, conditions for the definition of drought for the purposes of this TMDL;
see response to comment 11.T.

POTW Discharge Dilution

111.46. Carallo Engineers: POTW dischargers dilute the groundwater. More importantly,
contributions from POTWs recharge the basin, dlowing accumulating chlorides to be more
readily flushed from the basin.

Response: POTWs discharge wastewater which increases the assmilative capacity of the waterbody,
alowing them aso to discharge some chloride without producing exceedances of the WQO. The
surface water of the waterbody does recharge groundwater, and when the assmilative capacity is not
exceeded, the recharge reduces concentration of chloridesin the groundwater. However, the load of
chloride they are permitted to discharge, as calculated for this TMDL, must be less than the load that
would cause an exceedance of that assmilative capacity. WLAS for the POTWSs are specified at the
maximum allowable concentration and load that will not cause exceedances of the WQO, with a
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specified margin of safety, consdering the total assmilative capacity of the waterbody including the
capacity added by the POTW discharges.

111.47. Carollo Engineers. The mass baance mode estimates in-stream volumes for the low
7Q10 flow conditions assuming “zero discharge of any sources other than POTWSs, and
therefore zero chloride load other than from POTW discharges.” Y, it ishighly likely, and
can be shown in the historical record, that agriculturd irrigation practices continued during
the 7Q10 low flow periods, dong with increased chloride loading due to soil leaching of
irrigation practices.

Carollo Engineers: There appears to be no data to support the conservative assumption
that “ periods of zero flow from anthropogenic sources are sufficiently frequent thet it is
reasonable to assume that a ten-year period would include some seven-day periods where
zero flow from anthropogenic sources coincides with of zero flow from natura sources.”

Response: Direct discharge of irrigation runoff to the surface water are intermittent, locd in effect, and
short-lived, in comparison to routine POTW discharges and groundwater discharges. Agricultura
irrigation continues during periods of drought, but discharges are not sufficiently large or sustained asto
provide routine base flow in the waterbody. Urban non-storm discharges are smilarly dispersed and
intermittent. The flows for the 7Q10 condition are estimated based on an absence of al anthropogenic
discharges, a condition that is reasonable to assume and is used as the definition of lowest flow in the
creek. The overly conservative assumptions are used to demondtrate this condition is not a critica
condition, so that WLAS need not be caculated for this condition. WLAS caculated for maximum non-
storm flow are demonstrated to be adequate to attain WQOs in other conditions by the use of
conservative, worst-case assumptions for each of the other conditions; this technique verifies that the
worgt-case low flow conditions are not as critical as maximum non-storm flow conditions.
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